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PREFACE 

This little book aims to give a certain perspective on 

the Bubjeet of language rather than to assemble facts 
about it. It has little to say of the ultimate psychologi- 
cal basis of speech and gives only enough of the actual 
descriptive or historical facts of particular languages to 
illustrate principles. Its main purpose is to show what 
I conceive language to be, what is its variability in place 
and time, and what are its relations to other fundamen- 
tal human interests — the problem of thought, the nature | 
of the histoi'ical process, race, culture, art. 

The perspective thus gained will be useful, I hope, 
both to linguiatie students and to the outside public that 
is half inclined to dismiss linguistic notions as the pri- 
vate pedantries of essentially idle minds, Knowledgel 
of the wider relations of their science is essential to] 
professional students of language if they are to be saved! 
from a sterile and purely technical attitude. Among' 
contemporary writers of influence on liberal thought 
Croce is one of the' very few who have gained an under- 
standing of the fundamental significance of language. 
He has pointed out its close relation to tlie problem oft 
art. I am deeply indebted to him for this insight.! 
I Quite aside from their intrinsic interest, linguistic forma 
I and historical processes have the greatest possible diag- 
Inostic value for the understanding of some of the more 
IdiEBcult and elusive problems in the psychology of 
I thought and in the strange, cumulative drift in the life 
I of the human spirit that we caU. history or progress or 
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I evolution. This value depends chiefly on the uncc 
scious and unrationalized nature of linguistic structure. 

I have avoided most of the technical terms and all 
of the technical symbols of the linguistic academy. 
There is not a single diacritical mark in the book. 
Where possible, the discussion is based on English ma- 
terial. It was necessary, however, for the scheme of 
the book, which includes a consideration of the protean 
forms in which human thought has found expression, 
to quote some exotic instances. For these no apology 
seems necessary. Owing to limitations of space I have 
had to leave out many ideas or principles that I should 
have liked to touch upon. Other points have had to be 
barely hinted at in a sentence or flying phrase. Never- 
theless, I trust that enough has here been brought to- 
gether to serve as a stimulus for the more fundamental 
study of a neglected field. 

I desire to express my cordial appreciation of the 
friendly advice and helpful suggestions of a number of 
friends who have read the work in manuscript, notably 
Profs. A. L. Kroeber and R. H. Lowie of the University 
of California, Prof. W. D. "Wallis of Reed College, and 
Prof. J. Beitlin of the University of Illinois. 

Edward Sapib. 

Ottawa, Ont., 
April 8, 19fU. 
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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF SPEECH 

I 

INTRODUCTORY: LANGUAGE DEFINED 

Speech is so familiar a feature of daily life that we 
rarely paosR to define it. It seems as natural to man 
as TFalking, aud only less so than breathing. Yet it 
needs but a moment's reflection to convince us that this 
I naturalness of epeeeh is but an illusory feeling. The 
process of acquiring speech is, in sober fact, an utterly 
I different sort of thing from the process of learning to 
I vaUc. In the case of the latter function, culture, in 
other words, the traditional body of social usage, is not 
[Beriously brought into play. The child is individually! 
I equipped, by the complex set of factors that we temu 
'■ biological heredity, to make all the needed muscular and 
nervons adjustments that result in walking. Indeed^l 
the very conformation of these muscles and of the ap- 
propriate parts of the nervous system may be said to 
be primarily adapted to the movements made in walking 
and in similar activities. In a very real sense the nor- 
mal human being is predestined to walk, not because 
his elders will assist him to learn the art, but because 
his organism ia prepared from birth, oc eieii. ItoKv. 
the moment of conception, to take on aU. \Ko&e ex.^'i'a.^- 
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tares of oervons energy and all those mnecolar adap- 
tations that result in walking. To put it concisely, 
walking is an inherent, biological function of man. 

Not BO language. It is of course true that in a cer- 
tain sense the individual is predestined to talk, but 
that is due entirely to the circumstance that he is born 
not merely in nature, but in the lap of a society that 
^ is certain, reasonably certain, to lead him to its tradi- 
' tion^ Eliminate society and there is every reason to 
' believe that he will learn to walk, if, indeed, he survives 
at all. But it is juat as certain that he will never learn 
to talk, that is, to communicate ideas according to the 
traditional system of a particular society. Or, again, 
remove the new-born individual from the social envi- 
ronment into which he has come and transplant him 
to an utterly alien one. He will develop the art of 
walking in his new environment very much as he would 
have developed it in the old. But his speech will be 
completely at variance with the speech of his native 
' environment. Walking, then, is a general human ac- 
tivity that varies only within circumscribed limits as 
we pass from individual to individual. Its variability 
is involuntary and purposeless. Speech is a human 
[activity that varies without assignable limit as we pass 
I from social group to social group, because it is a purely 
I historical heritage of the group, the product of long- 
I continued social usage. It varies as all creative effort 
varies — not as consciously, perhaps, hut none the leas 
as truly as do the religions, the beliefs, the customs, 
and the arts of different peoples. "Walking is an or- 
•ganic, an instinctive, function (not, of course, itself 
instinct) ; speech is a non-instinctive, acquired, "cul- 
" function. 
re is one fact that has freqaenfty tenAei to -^ve- 
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vent the recognition of language as a merely conven- 
tional system of sound symbols, that has seduced the 
popular mind into attributing to it an instinctive basis 
that it does not really possess. This is the well-known 
J observation that under the stress of emotion, say of a ■ 
[Budden twinge of pain or of unbridled joy, we do in- J 

■ voluntarily give utterance to sounds that the hearer in- 
terprets as indicative of the emotion itself. But there 
is all the difference in the world between such invoU 
untary expression of feeling and the normal type of 
conunonication of ideas that is speech. The former 
kind of utterance is indeed instinctive, ^ut it is non- 

L symbolic ; in other worda, the sound. of pain, or the 

■ Bound of joy does not, as such, indicate the emotion, 
Kit does not stand aloof, as it were^ and announce that 
Isuch and such an emotion is being felt. What it does 
, is to serve as a more or less automatic overflow of the 

emotional energy; in a sense, it is part and parcel of 
the emotion itself. Moreover, such instinctive cries 
hardly constitute communication in any strict sense. 
They are not addressed to any one, they are merely 
. overheard, if heard at all, as the bark of a dog, the 
I Bound of approaching footsteps, or the rustling of the 
1 wind are heard. If they convey certain ideas to the 
I hearer, it is only in the very general sense in which 
I any and every sound or even any phenomenon in our 
I environment may be said to convey an idea to the per- 
Iceiving mind. If the involuntary cry of pain which 
ftlB conventionally represented by "Oh!" be looked upon 
1 a true speech symbol equivalent to some such idea 
"I am in great pain," it is just as allowable to in- 
Iterpret the appearance of clouds as an equivalent sym- 
bol that carries the definite message "It \s V^^'^ \ft 
f rain." A dcSnition at language, b.owCTCT, ftisA, "ia w» 
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extended as to cover every type of inference becomes ut- 
terly meaninglesa. 

The mistake must not be made of identifying our 
conventional interjections (our oh! and ah! and ah!) 
with the instinctive cries themselves. These interjec- 
tions are merely conventional fixations of the natural 
sounds. They therefore differ widely in various lan- 
guages in accordance with the specific phonetic genius 
of each of these. As such they may be considered an 
integral portion of speech, in the properly cultural sense 
of the term, being no more identical with the instinctive 
cries themselves than such words as "cuckoo" and "kill- 
deer" are identical with the cries of the birds they 
denote or than Rossini's treatment of a storm in the 
overture to "William Tell" is in fact a storm. In other 
words, the interjections and sound-imitative words of 
normal speech are related to their natural prototypes 
as is art, a purely social or cultural thing, to nature. 
It may be objected that, though the interjections differ 
somewhat as we pass from language to language, they 
do nevertheless offer striking family resemblances and 
may therefore be looked upon as having grown up 
out of a common instinctive base. But their case is 
nowise different from that, say, of the varying national 
modes of pictorial representation. A Japanese picture 
of a hill both differs from and resembles a typical mod- 
em European painting of the same kind of hill. Both 
are suggested by and both "imitate" the same natural 
feature. Neither the one nor the other is the same 
thing as, or, in any intelligible sense, a direct outgrowth 
of, this natural feature. The two modes of representa-- 
tion are not identical because they proceed from differ- 
in^ historical traditions, are executed with differing.^ 

torial tecbniqueB. The inter jectiQus ol Je.'^aiieae a^ 
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Unglish are, jast so, suggested by a common natural 
prototype, the instiQctive cries, and are thua unavoid- 
ably suggestive of each other. They differ, now greatly, 
BOW but little, because they are builded oat of histori- 
tally diverse materials or techniquea, the respective 
lingnJstic traditions, phonetic systems, speech habits of 
the two peoples. Yet the instinctive cries as such are 
practically identical for all humanity, just as the hu- 
man skeleton or nervous system is to all intents and 
purposes a "fixed," that is, an only slightly and "acci- 
dentally" variable, feature of man's organism. 
^terjection8_are_ among the least important of speeeli 
Qts. Their discussion is valuable mainly because 
fbe shovra that even they, avowedly the nearest 
of all language sounds to instinctive utterance, are only 
Bnperficially of an instinctive nature. Were it there- 
fore possible to demonstrate that the whole of Ian- 
goage is traceable, in its ultimate historical and psycho- 
]ogical foundations, to the interjections, it would still 
not follow that language is an instinctive activity. But, 
Ba a matter of fact, all attempts so to explain the origin 
(rf speech have been fruitless. There is no tangible evi- 
dence, historical or otherwise, tending to show that 
the mass of speech elements and speech processes has 
tvolved out of the interjections. These are a very small 
and functionally insignificant proportion of the vocabu- 

r of language ; at no time and in no linguistic prov- 

a that wo have record of do we see a noticeable tend- 
ency towards their elaboration into the primary warp 

1 woof of language. They are never more, at best, 
than a decorative edging to the ample, complex fabric. 

What applies to the interjections applies with even 
fnater force to the sound-imitative words. Such words 

"whippoorwill," "to mew," "to caw" are in no sense 
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natural sotiiid.': that man has instinctively or automati- I 

cally reproduced. They are just aa truly creations of 
the human mind, flights of the homan fancy, as any- 
thing else in language. They do not directly grow out 
of nature, they are suggested by it and play with it. 
Hence the onomatopoetic theory of the origin of speech, 
the theory that would explain all Bpeech as a gradual 
evolution from sounds of an imitative character, really 
brings us no neai'er to the instinctive level than is 
language as we know it to-day. As to the theory itself, 
it is scarcely more credible than its interjeetional coun- 
terpart. It is true that a number of words which we do 
not now feel to have a sound-imitative value can be 
shown to have once had a phonetic form that strongly 
suggests their origin as imitations of natural sounds. 
Such is the English word "to laugh." For all that, 
it is quite impossible to show, nor does it seem intrinsi- 
cally reasonable to suppose, that more than a negligible 
proportion of the elements of speech or anything at 
all of its formal apparatus is derivable from an onomato- 
poetic source. However much we may be disposed , 
on general principles to assign a fundamental impor- j 
tanee in the languages of primitive peoples to the imi- I 
tation of natural sounds, the actual fact of the matter 
is that these languages show no particular preference 
for imitative words. Among the most primitive peoples 
of aboriginal America, the Athabaskan tribes of the Mac- 
kenzie River speak languages in which such words seem 
to be nearly or entirely absent, while they are used 
freely enough in languages as sophisticated as English 
and German. Such an instance shows bow little the 
essential natiirr of speech is concerned with the mere 
imitation of things. 
Tie way is now cleared for a serviceable definition 
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I of language. Language is a purely haman and iiou\ 
istinctive method of communicating ideas, emotions, anA 
Kdesirea by means of a system of voluntarily produced! 
*—Tnbola, These symbols are, in the first instance, audi- 
iry and they are produced by the so-called "organs 
speech." There is no discernible instinctive basis in 
limuaa speech aa such, however much instinctive ex- 
preasions and the natural environment may serve as a J 
stimulus for the development of certain elements of I 
speech, however much instinctive tendencies, motor and 1 
other, may give a predetermined range or mold to lin- 
guistic expression. Such human or animal communica- 
tion, if "communication" it may be called, aa is brought 
about by involuntary, instinctive cries is not, in our 
sense, language at all. 

I have just referred to the "organs of speech," and 
I it would seem at first blush that this is tantamount 
I to an admission that speech itself is an instinctive, bio- 
r logically predetermined activity. We must not be mis- 
led by the mere term. There are, properly speaking, 
no organs of speech ; thRre. are only organs that are 

IineideutaUy useful in the production of speech sounds. 
The luiigsrtlie larynx, the palate, the nose, the tongue, 
the teeth, and the lips, arc all so utilized, but they are 
no more to be thought of as primary organs of speech 
than are the fingers to be considered as essentially or- J 
gans of piano-playing or the knees as organs of prayer. | 
Speech is not a simple activity that is carried on by 
one or more organs biologically adapted to the purpose. 
It (a- an extremely complex and ever-shifting network 
of adjustments— in the brain, in the nervous system, 
ind in the articulating and auditory organs — tending 
towards the desired end of communication. The lungs 
developed, roughly speaking, in connection. ^SJAi "CGa 
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necessary biological function known as breathing; the 
nose, as an organ of smell ; the teeth, aa organs useful 
in breaking up food before it was ready for digestion. 
K, then, these and other organs are being constantly 
utilized in speech, it is only because any organ, once 
existent and in bo far as it is subject to voluntary con- 
trol, can be utilized by man for secondary purposes. 
(Physiologically, speech is an overlaid function, or, to be 
more precise, a group of overlaid fuuctiona. It gets 
what service it can out of organs and functions, nerv- 
ous and muscular, that have come into being and are 
maintained for very different ends than its own. 

It is true that physiological psychologists speak of 
the localization of speech in the brain. This can only 
; mean that the souiida of speech are localized in the audi- 
i tory tract of the brain, or in some circumscribed por- , 
I tion of it, precisely as other classes of sounds are lo- 
I calized ; and that the motor processes involved in speech 
(such as the movements of the glottal cords in the 
larynx, the movements of the tongue required to pro- 
nounce the vowels, lip movements required to articulate 
certain consonants, and numerous others) are localized 
in the motor tract precisely as are aU other impulses 
to special motor activities. In the same way control 
ia lodged in the visual tract of the brain over all those 
processes of visual recognition involved in reading. Nat- 
urally the particular points or clusters of points of 
localization in the several tracts that refer to any ele- 
ment of language are connected in the brain by paths 
of association, so that the outward, or psycho -physical, 
aspect of language, is of a vast network of associated 
! localizations in the brain and lower nervous tracts, the 
auditory localizations being without doubt the most 
fandamental of all for speech. However, a speech- 
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sound localized in the brain, even when associated with 
the particular movements of the "speech organs" that 
are required to produce it, is very far from being an 
dement of language. It must be further associated 
irith some element or group of elements of experience, 
lay a visual image or a class of visual images or a feel- 
g of relation, before it has even rudimentary linguistic 
Bgnificanee. This "element" of experience is the eon- 
lent or "meaning" of the linguistic unit; the associated 
auditory, motor, and other cerebral processes that lie 
Immediately tack of the act of speaking and the act 
of hearing speech are merely a complicated symbol 
)f or signal for these "meanings," of which more anon. 
We see therefore at once that language as such is not 
Bud cannot be definitely localized, for it consists of a 
pecnliar symbolic relation — physiologically an arbitrary 
one — between all possible elements of consciousness 
en the one hand and certain selected elements loeal- 
in the auditory, motor, and other cerebral and 
nervous tracts on the other. If language can be said 
) be definitely "localized" in the brain, it is only in 
that general and rather useless sense in which all as- 
S of consciousness, all human interest and activity, 
may be said to be "in the brain." Hence, we have no I 
reeoaree but to accept language as a fully formed f unc- / 
tional system within man's psychic or "spiritual" con-I 
fititntion. We cannot define it as an entity in psycho-' 
physical terms alone, however much the psycho-physical 
baais is essential to its functioning in the individual. 

From the physiologist's or psychologist's point of view 
we may seem to be making an unwarrantable abstrac- 
tion in desiring to handle the subject of speech without 
wnstant and explicit reference to that basis. However, 
hich an abstraction is justifiable. We can profiXalcA.^ &ia- 



I 
J 



10 LANGUAGE 

cusB the mtention, the form, and the history of speech, 
precisely aa we diseiisa the nature of any other phase of 
human culture — say art or religion — as an institutional 
or cultural entity, leaving the organic and psychologi- 
cal mechanisms back of it as something to be taken for 
granted. Accordingly, it must be clearly understood 
that this introduction to the study of speech is nqt con- 
cerned with those aspects of physiology and of physio- 
logical psychology that underlie speech. Our study 
' of language is not to be one of the genesis and opera- 
I tion of a concrete mechanism ; it is, rather, to be an in- 
I quiry into the function and form of the arbitrary sys- 
' terns of symbolism that we term languages. 

I have already pointed out that the essence of lan- 
guage consists in the assigning of conventional, volun- 
tarily articulated, sounds, or of their equivalents, to the 
diverse elements of experience. The word "house" is 
not a linguistic fact if by it is meant merely the acoustic 
effect produced on the ear by its constituent consonants 
and vowels, pronounced in a certain order; nor the 
motor processes and tactile feelings which make op the 
articulation of t)ii? word; nor the visual perception on 
the part of the hearer of this articulation ; nor the visual 
perception of the word "house" on the written or 
printed pa^s; nor the motor processes and tactile feel- 
ings which enter into the writing of the word; nor the 
memory of any or all of these experiences. It is only 
when these, and possibly still other, associated experi- 
I onces are automatically associated with the image of a 
I house that they begin to take on the nature of a symbol, 
I a word, an element of language. But the mere fact of 
such an association is not enough. One might have heard 
a particular word spoken in an individual house under 
ancM impressive circumstances that neither the word 
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nor the image of the house ever recur in consciousness 
without the other becoming present at the same time. 
This type of association does not constitute speech. Tho ) 
■BBoeiation must be a purely symbolic one; in other 
words, the word must denote, tag off, tlie image, must/ 
have no other significance than to servo as a counter tor 
refer to it whenever if is necessary or convenient to doi_ 
BO. Such an association, voluntary and, in a sense, arbi^ 
trary as it is, demands a considerable exercise of self- 
conscious attention. At least to begin with, for habit 
Boon makes the association nearly as automatic as any 
and more rapid than most. 

But we have traveled a little too fast. Were the sym- 
bol "house" — whether an auditory, motor, or visual ex- 
perience or image — attached but to the single image of -^ 
a particular house once seen, it might perhaps, by i 
.indulgent criticism, be termed an element of speech, yet 
it is obvious at the outset that speech so constituted 
Would have little or no value for purposes of commu- 
nication. The world of our experiences must be er 
monsly simplified and generalized before it is possible 
to make a symbolic inventory of all our experiences of 
things and relations; and this inventory is imperative 
before we can convey ideas. The elements of language, 
the symbols that ticket off experience, must therefore 
be asBoeiated with whole groups, delimited classes, of 
experience rather than with the single experiences them- 
Mlves. Only so is communication possible, for the single [ 
Ktperienec lodges in an individual consciousness and is, 
itrietly speaking, incommunicable. To be communicated i 
lit needs to be referred to a class which is tacitly accepted 
pfcythe community as an identity. Thus, the single im- 
^presaion which I have had of a particular house must 
identified with alJ mj' other impressions ol Vl. "S^t- 
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ther, my generalized memory or my.l'notion" of this 
house must be merged witE the notions that all other 
individuals who have seen the bouse have formed of 
it. The particular experience that we started with ha« 
now been widened so as to embrace all possible imprea- 
fiions or images that sentient beings have formed or may 
form of the house in question. This first simplification 
of experience is at the bottom of a large number of ele- 
ments of speech, the so-called proper nouns or names 
of single individuals or objects. It is, essentially, the 
type of simplification which underlies, or forms the 
crude subject of, history and art. But we cannot be con- 
tent with this measure of reduction of the infinity of 
experience. We must cut to the bone of things, we 
must more or less arbitrarily throw whole masses of ex- 
perience together as similar enough to warrant their 
being looked upon — mistakenly, but conveniently — a3 
identical. This house and that house and thousands 
of other phenomena of like character are thought of as 
having enough in common, in spite of great and obvious 
differences of detail, to be classed under the same head- 
ing. In other words, the speech element "house" is the 
fiymbol, first and foremost, not of a single perception, 
nor even of the notion of a particular object, but of 
a "concept," in other words, of a convenient capsule of 
thought that embraces thousioids of distinct experienced 
and that is ready to take in thousands more. If the 
single significant elements of speech are the symbols of 
concepts, the actual flow of speech may be interpreted as 
a record of the setting of these concepts into mutual 
relations. 

The question has often been raised whether thought is 
possible without speech ; further, if speech and thought 
be not hilt two facets of the same psychic process. The ^ 
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tttion is all the more difficult because it has been 
Ked about by raisunderstandinga. In the first place, 
h well to observe that whether or not thought ueces- 
■tes symbolism, that is speech, the flow of language 

ris not always indicative of thought. "We have 
that the typical linguistic element labels a eoneept, 
does not follow from this that the use to which lan- 
■ge is put is always or even mainly conceptual. "We 
I not in ordinaiy life so much concerned with con- 
vtB as such as with concrete particularities and spe- 
|e relations. When I say, for instance, "I had a good 
nkfast this morning," it is clear that I am not in 
) throes of laborious thought, ti^at what I have to 
psmit is hardly more than a pleasurable memory ' 
hbolically rendered in the grooves of habitual expres- 
|L Each element in the sentence defines a sepa- i 
B concept or conceptual relation or both combined, 
I the sentence as a whole has no conceptual significance 
utever. It is somewhat as though a dynamo capable 
[generating enough power to run an elevator were 
Brated almost exclusively to feed an electric door- 
n. The parallel is more suggestive thaa at first sight 
bears. Language may be looked upon as an instru- 
Bt capable of running a gamut of psychic uses. Its 
k not only parallels that of the inner content of con- 
BUsnesB, but parallels it on different levels, ranging 
|m the state of mind that is dominated by particular 
pges to that in which abstract concepts and their 
fctions are alone at the focus of attention and which 
tedinarily termed reasoning. Thus the outward fomi 
ly of language is constant; its inner meaning, its' 
rcliic value or intensity, varies freely with attention' 
khe selective interest of the mind, also, needless to sayA 
l^^^mind's general development. "Fioni. ftva ■^wsisN 



14 LANGtJAQE 

of view of language, thoaght may be defined as the high- 
est latent or potential content of speech, the content that 
18 obtained by interpreting each of the elements in the 
flow of language as possessed of its very fullest concep- 
tual value. From this it follows at once that language 
I and thought are not strictly coterminous. At beat lan- 

I" guage can but be the outward facet of thought on the 

highest, most generalized, level of symbolic expression. 
ITo put our viewpoint somewhat differently, language is 

t,prunarily_ii._pre-rational function. It humbly worka up 
to the thought that is latent in, that may eventually be 
read into, its claesifications and its forms; it is not, as 
' is generally but naively assumed, the final label put upon 
the finished thought. 
Most people, ashed if they can think without speech, 
would probably answer, "Yes, but it is not easy for me 
to do so. StiU I know it can be done." Language is 
hut a garment ! But what if language is not so much 
a garment as a prepared road or groove? It is, indeed, 
in the highest degree likely that language is an inetra- 
raent originally put to uses lower than the conceptual 
plane and that thought arises as a refined interpretation 
'_',of its content. The product grows, in other words, with 
the instrument, and thoaght may be no more conceivable, 
in its genesis and daily practice, without speech than is 
■ mathematical reasoning practicable without the lever of 
" I ( an appropriate mathematical symbolism. No one be- 
I lieves that even the moat diftteult mathematical proposi- 
, tion is inherently dependent on an arbitrary set of sym- 
bols, but it is impossible to suppose that the human mind 
I is capable of arriving at or holding such a proposition 
^ without the symbolism. The writer, for one, is strongly 
V I of the opinion that the "feeling entertained by so many 

f / tAat they can think, or even reason, without language 
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a an illusion. The illusion seems to be due to a number ^M 
of factors. The simplest of these ia the fail ure to dis- 4^7^^ 
trng nish between imagery and thoug ht. As a matter of 
Set, no sooner do we try to put an image into con- 
aciouB relation with another than we find ourselves slip- 
ping into a silent flow of words. Thought may be a W^ 
natural domain apart from the artificial one of speech, y^ 
but speech would^geem to be the only road we know 
of that leads to it..JA still more fruitful source of the 
illusive feeling that language may be dispensed with 
in thought is the common failure to realize that lan- 
guage is not identical with ila auditory symbolism. The 
auditory symbolism may be replaced, point for point, 
by a motor or by a visual symbolism (many people can 
read, for instance, in a purely visual sense, that is, with- 
out the intermediating link of an inner flow of the audi- 
tory images that correspond to the printed or written 
words) or by still other, more subtle and elusive, types 
of transfer that are not so easy to define. Hence the 
, contention that one thinks without language merely be- 
I cause he is not aware of a coexisting auditory imagery is 
very far indeed from being a valid one. Ooe may go 
80 far as to suspect that the symbolic expression of 
thought may in some cases run along outside the fringe 
of the conscious mind, so that the feeling of a free, non- 
I linguistic stream of thought is for minds of a certain 
f type a relatively, but only a relatively, justified one. 
1 Psyeho-physically, this would mean that the auditory or 
I tqniTalent visual or motor centers in the brain, to- 
I gether with the appropriate paths of association, that 
are the cerebral equivalent of speech, are touched off 
80 lightly during the process of thought as not to rise 
into consciousness at all. This would be a limiting ca,fte. — 
thought riding lightly on the submerged ereaXs ot ts^eftiSj., 
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instead of joking along with it, hand in hand. The 
modern psychology has shown us how powerfully aym- 
boUam ia at work in the unconucious mind. It is there- 
fore easier to understand at the present time than it 
would have been twenty years ago that the most rarefied 
thought may be but the conseious counterpart of an 
uneonaeious linguistie symbolism. 

One word more as to the relation between language 
and thought. The point of view that we have developed 
does not by any means preclude the possibility of the 
growth of speech being in a high degree dependent on 
the development of thought. "We may assume that lan- 
guage arose pre- rat ion ally — just how and on what pre- 
cise level of mental activity we do not know — but we 
must not imagine that a highly developed system of 
speech symbols worked itself out before the genesis of 
distinct concepts and of thinking, the handling of con- 
cepts. We must rather imagine that thought processes 
set in, aa a kind of psychic overflow, almost at the be- 
ginning of linguistic expression; further, that the con- 
cept, once defined, necessarily reacted on the .life of 
its linguistic symbol, encouraging further linguistic 
growth. We see this complex process of the interaction 
of language and thought actually taking place under 
, our eyes. The instrument makes possible the product, 
the product refines the instrument. The birth of a new 
concept is invariably foreshadowed by a more or less 
strained or extended use of old linguistic material; the 
concept does not attain to individual and independent 
life until it has found a distinctive linguistic embodi- 
ment. In most eases the new symbol is but a thing 
wrought from linguistic material already in existence 
in ways mapped out by crushingly despotic precedente. 
-ds soon aa the word is at hand, we instinctively feel, 
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r with sometluDg of a sigfa of relief, that the eoucept ia 
oore for the handling. Not until we own the symbol 
do we feel that we hold a key to the immediate hnowl- ' 
edge or understanding of the concept. "Woiild we be so 
ready to die for "liberty," to struggle for "ideals," 
if the words themselves were not ringing within us I 
And the word, as we know, ia not only a key; it may ako 
be a fetter. 

Language is primarily an auditory system of sym-l -^,' ■ 
wis. In 80 far as it is articulated it ia also a motor V"7-'_S 



bols. In so far as it is articulated it is also a motor 
system, but the jmotor. agpet±_ol speech is clearly sec- 
ondary to the auditorj'. In normal individuals the im- 
pulse to speech first takes effect in the sphere of auditory 
imagery and ia then transmitted to the motor nen'cs tliat 
control the organs of speech. The motor pi-occsses and 
the accompanying motor feelings arc not, however, the 
(nd, the final resting point. They are merely a means 
and a control leading to auditory perception in both 
speaker and hearer. Communication, which is the veryf 
object of speech, is successfully effected only when the 
hearer's auditory perceptions are translated into thd 
appropriate and intended flow of imagei'y or thought orii 



I 

4 



both combined. Hence the cycle of speech, in s 



'w 



we may look upon it as a purely esternal instrument, 
begins and ends in the realm of sounds. The concordance 
between the initial auditory imagery and the final audi- 
tory perceptions is the social seal or warrant of the 
(oecessful issue of the process. As we have already seen, 
the typical course of this process may undergo endless 
modifications or transfers into equivalent systems with- 
out thereby losing its essential formal characteristics. 
The most important of these modifications is the ab- 
breviation of the speech process involved in thiutow^. 
This has doubtless many forms, according \o ftift a\xo.'a^ 
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tural or fanctiooal peculiarities of the individual mind. 
The least modified form is that known as "talking to 
one's self" or "thinking aloud." Here the speaker 
and the hearer are identified in a single person, who 
may be said to communicate with himself. More signifi- 
cant is the still farther abbreviated form in which the 
sounds of speech are not articulated at all. To this 
belong all the varieties of silent speech and of normal 
thinking. The auditory centers alone may be excited; 
or the impulse to linguistic expression may be communi- 
cated as well to the motor nerves that communicate with 
the organs of speech but be inhibited either in the mus- 
cles of these organs or at some point in the motor nerves 
themselves; or, possibly, the auditory centers may be 
only slightly, if at all, affected, the speech process mani- 
festing itself directly in the motor sphere. There must 
be still other types of abbreviation. How common ia 
the excitation of the motor nerves in silent speech, in 
which no audible or visible articulations result, is shown 
by the frequent experience of fatigue in the speech or- 
gans, particularly in the larynx, after unusually stimu- 
lating reading or intensive thinking. 

AH the modifications so far considered are directly 
patterned on the typical process of normal speech. Of 
very great interest and importance is the possibility of 
transferring the whole system of speech symbolism into 
other terms than those that are involved in the typical 
process. This process, as we have seen, is a matter of 
sounds and 'of movements intended to produce these 
sounds. The sense of vision is not brought into play. 
But let us suppose that one not only hears the articu- 
lated sounds but sees the articulations themselves as they 
are being executed by the speaker. Clearly, if one can 
only gain & sufficiently high degree of adroitness qM 



INTRODUCTORY 19 

.perceiving these movements of the speech organs, the 
'way is opened for a new type of speech symbolism — that 
[in which the sound is replaced by the visual image of 
["the articulations that correspond to the sound. This 
iBOrt of system has no great value for most of us be- 
luse we are already possessed of the auditory-motor sys- 
'tem of which it is at best but an imperfect translation. 
Hot all the articulations being visible to the eye. How- 
ever, it is well known what excellent use deaf-mutes can 
make of "reading from the lips" as a subsidiary method 
of agprehending ^eecb- The most important of all " 
visual speeelT^Tnholisms is, of course, that of the writ- 
ten or printed word, to which, on the motor side, eorre- 
fponds the system of delicately adjusted movements 
■which result in the writing or typewriting or other 
graphic method of recording speech. The significant 
feature for our recognition in these new types of sym- 
boliam, apart from the fact that they are no longer 
8 by-product of normal speech itself, is that each ele- 
ment (letter or written word) in the system corresponds 
to a specific element (sound or sound-group or spoken 
word) in the primary system. Written language is thus 
» point-to-point equivalence, to borrow a mathematical 
phrase, to its spoken counterpart. The written forms 
Sre secondary symbols of the spoken ones — symbols of 
lymbols — yet so close is the correspondence that they 
may, not only in theory but in the actual practice of oer- 
tein eye-readers and, possibly, in certain types of think- 
Mg, be entirely substituted for the spoken ones. Yet the 
' Wditory -motor associations are probably always latent 
W Ihe least, that is, they are unconsciously brought into 
' I P'sy. Even those who read and think without the slight- 
'I «t use of sound imagery are, at last analysis, As^ctAwA. 
'I wiit, The^ are mereiy handling the circu\at\n?,-m'&9XTisa, 
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tbe moaej, of nsal tymbdbi m t eonTenieBt e 

for the eeonomic goods and aaiieet of the ftmdamental 

auditory symbiriB. 

Tbe poMtibilities of ItngiDBtie tmsfer ar« pra«ti«ally 
oulimital A familiar example ia the Uorae telegraph 
code, in which the letters of written speech are repre- 
aeoted b; a cooventiooaUy fixed sequence of longer or 
•horter ticks. Here the transfer ta^es plaee from the 
written word rather than directly from the sounds of 
■tpoken gpeech. The letter of the telegraph code is thos 
a iQinbol of a symbol of a symbol. It does not, of coarse, 
in the least follow that the skilled operator, in order to 
arrive at an understanding of a telegraphic message, 
needs to transpose the individual sequence of ticks into 
a visual image of the word before he experiences its 
normal auditory image. The precise method of reading 
off upeeeh from the telegraphic eommonieation undoubt- 
edly varies widely with the individual. It is even con- 
ceivable, if not exactly likely, that certain operators may 
have learned to think directly, so far as the purely con- 
scious part of the process of thought is concerned, in 
terms of the tiek-auditory symbolism or, if they happen 
to have a strong natural bent toward motor symbolism, 
in terms of the correlated tactile-motor symbolism de- 
Telopcd in the sending of telegraphic messages. 

Still another interesting group of transfers are th© 
different gesture languages, developed for the use of 
deaf-mutes, of Trappist monks vowed to perpetual si- 
lence, or of communicating parties that are within see- 
ing distance of each other but are out of earshot. Some o£ 
these syntems are one-to-one equivalences of the normaL 
aystem of speech ; others, like military gesture-syroboiisa* 
or the gesture language of the Plains Indians of Nortt* 
Ataorioa (umhn-atvoA by tribea oi mutually uniuteUigiblo 
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lonns of speech) are imperfect transfers, limiting them- 

elTes to the rendering of BUch grosser speech elements 

are an imperative minimum under difficult circum- 

nces. In these latter systems, as in such still more im- 

tepf ect symbolisms as those used at sea or in the woods, , 

t may be contended that language no longer properly 

flays a part but that the ideas are directly conveyed by' 

. utterly unrelated symtijic process or by a quasi-/ 

jtinctivB imitativeness. f Such an interpretation would! 

erroneous. The intelligibility of these vaguer symJ 

Xdisms can hardly be due to anything but their auto- 

natic and silent translation into the terms of a fuller 

low of speech. ' 

We shall no doubt conclude that all voluntary com- 
litmication of ideas, aside from normal speech, ia either 
ffTfansfer," direct" or indirect, from the typical sym- 
kliKm of language as spoten and heard or, at the least, 
bvolves the intermediary of truly linguistic symbolism. 
Hub is a fact of the highest importance. Ajiditory^age- 
y and the correlated motor imagery leading to artieu- 
iltion are, by whatever devious ways we follow the pro- 
the historic fountain-head of all speech and of all 
thinking. One other point ia of still greater importance. 
The eape with which speech symbolism can be transferred 
from one sense to another, from technique to technique, 
itself indicates that the mere sounds of speech are not 
the gssential fact of language, which lies rather in the 
i^aBaifioatloh, "in the formal patterning, and in the relat- 
,fag of concepts. Once more, language, as a structure, is 
its inner face the mold of thought. It is this ab- 
Btacted language, rather more than the physical facts 
1 speech, that is to concern us in our inquiry. 
There is no more striking general fact ahaxiX Yan^iw^ 
m its universality. One may aigue as to "w\ift"CQat a. ( 
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partieiilar tribe engages in activities that are worthy 
ioi the name of religion or of art, but we know of no 
(people that is not possessed of a fully developed lan- 
/ guage. The lowliest South African Bushman speaks in 
j the forms of a rich symbolic system that is in essence 
perfectly comparable to the speech of the cultivated 
I Frenchman. It goes without saying that the more ab- 
stract concepts are not nearly so plentifully represented 
in the language of the savage, nor is there the rich ter- 
minology and the finer delinition of nuances that reflect 
the higher culture. Yet the sort of linguistic development 
that parallels tlie historic growth of culture and which, 
in its later stages, we associate with literature is, at best, 
but a superficial thing. The fundamental groundwork 
of language — the development of a clear-cut phonetic 
system, the specific association of speech elements with 
concepts, and the delicate provision for the formal ex- 
pression of all manner of relations — all this meets us 
rigidly perfected and systematized in every language 
known to us. Many primitive languages have a formal 
richness, a latent luxuriance of expression, that eclipses 
anything known to the languages of modem civilization. 
Even in the mere matter of the inventory of speech the 
las^man must he prepared for strange surprises. Popular 
jstateraents as to the extreme poverty of expression to 
(which primitive languages are doomed are simply myths. 
Scarcely less impressive than the universality of speech 
is ila almost incredible diversity. Those of us that have 
studied French or German, or, better yet, Latin or Greet 
know in what varied forms a thought may run. Th^ 
formal divergences between the English plan and th^ 
Latin plan, however, are comparatively slight in the per — 
speetive of what we know of more exotic linguisti-CS 
patterns. The universality and t\ie irj«ie,i.t3 of speecl* 
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lead to a significant inference. We are forced to be- 
lieve that language is an immenaely ancient heritage of 
the human race, whether or not all forms of speech ar^ 
the historical outgrowth of a single pristine form.{^ It 
ia doubtful if any other cultural asset of man, be it 
the art of drilling for tire or of chipping stone, may 
lay claim to a greater age. I am inclined to believe that 
it antedated even the lowliest developments of mate- 
rial culture, that these developments, in fact, were not 
strictly possible until language, the tool of significant 
expression, had itself taken shapcj 
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THE ELEMENTS OP SPEECH 

We have more than once referred to the "elementB 
Bpeech," by which we understood, roughly speal 
what are ordinarily called "words," We must 1 
look niore closely at these elements and acquaint c 
■elves with the stuff of language. The very i 
element of speech — and by "speech" we shall hei 
forth mean the auditory system of speech symbolism, the 
,flow of spoken words — is the individual sound, though, 
as we shall see later on, the sound is not itself a simple 
iBtnicture but the resultant of a series of independent, yet 
Iclosely correlated, adjustments in tbe organs of speech. 
(And yet the individual sound is not, properly consid- 
I ered, an element of speech at all, for speech is a signifi- 

Icant function and the sound as such has no significances 
It happens occasionally that the single sound is an inde- 
pendently significant element (such as French a "has" 
and d "to" or Latin t "go!"), but such cases are for- 
tuitous coincidences between individual sound and sig- 
nificant word. The coincidence is apt to be fortuitous 
not only in theory but in point of actual historic fact ; 
thus, the instances cited are merely reduced forms of 
originally fuller phonetic groups— Latin liabet and odl 
and Indo-European ci respectively. If language is » 
structure and if the significant elements of language are 
the bricks of the structure, then the sounds of speech caKi 
only be compared to the unformed and unbumt clay of 
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rhich the bricks are faahioned. In this chapter we shall 
iave nothing further to do with sounds as sounds. 

The true, significant elementa of language are genera- 
lily sequences of Bounds that are either words, signifieani 
parts of words, or word groupings. WTiat distinguishea 
leh of these elements is that it is the outward sign ot 
specific idea, whether of a single concept or image or 
m a number of such concepts or images definitely con- 
Bected into a whole. The single word may or may not 
ie the simplest significant element we have to deal with. 
FThe English words 5-1713, sings, singing, singer each con- 
TCys a. perfectly definite and intelligible idea, though 
the idea is disconnected and ia therefore functionally 
L of no practical value. We recognize immediately that 
these words are of two sorts. The first word, sing, is an 
Bidivisible phonetic entity conveying the notion of a 
Krtain specific activity. The other words all involve 
tte same fundamental notion but, owing to the addition 
iif other phonetic elements, this notion is given a par- 
ticular twist that modifies or more closely defines it.- 
They represent, in a sense, compounded concepts thatJ 
Iftye flowered from the fundamental one. We may,l \ 
therefore, analyze the words sings, singing, and singer 
M binary exprcssious involving a fundamental concept, 
*eoaeept of subject matter {sing), and a further con- 
isept of more abstract order — one of person, number, 
ftue, condition, function, or of several of these com- 
bined. 

If we symbolize such a term as sing by the algebraic / 

tonnula A, we shall have to symbolize such terms as 

•Mtfl* and singer by the formula A +' b.^ The element A 

^ n^be either a complete and independent word (sing) 

H Of the fundamental substance, the 80-ca\\e4 tqo\. ox 

^M 'fFfl siatj reserve eajitaJa for radical elemeuta. 
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stem ' or "radical element" (sing-) of a word. The e 
rnent b (s, -ing, -er) is the indicator of a subsidiary and, 
as a rule, a. more abstract concept ; in the widest sense 
of the word "form," it puts upon the fundamental con- 
cept a formal limitation. We may term it a "grammati- 
cal element" or affix. As we shall see later on, the gram- 
matical element or the grammatical increment, as we had 
better put it, need not be suffixed to the radical ele- 
ment. It may be a prefixed element (like the un- of 
unsingable) , it may be inserted into the very body of 
the stem (like the n of the Latin vinco "I conquer" as 
contrasted with its absence in vict "1 have conquered"), 
it may be the complete or partial repetition of the stem, 
or it may consist of some modification of the inner form 
of the stem (change of vowel, as in sung and song; 
change of consonant as in dead and death; change of 
accent; actual abbreviation). Each and every one of 
these types of grammatical element or modification has 
this peculiarity, that it may not, in the vast majority 
of cases, be used independently but needs to be somehow 
attached to or welded with a radical element in order to 
convey an intelligible notion. We had better, there- 
fore, modify our formula, A -\-b,to A +' (b), the round 
(brackets symbolizing the incapacity of an element to 
^stand alone. The grammatical element, moreover, is not 
only non-existent except as associated with a radical one, 
it does not even, as a rule, obtain its measure of signifi- 
cance unless it is associated with a particular class of 
radical elements. Thus, the -s of English he hits sym- 
bolizes an utterly different notion from the -s of books, 
merely because hit and book are differently classified as 
to function. We must hasten to observe, however, that 
trJii'/e the radical element may, on occasion, be identical 
^ Theao ivorda are not here used in a na,ttQ'B\g \KiAHaoa.\ semr. 
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with the word, it does not follow that it may always, or 
even customarily, be used as a word. Thus, the hort- 
"garden" of auch Latin forms as liortus, horti, and horto 
I much of an abstraction, though one yielding a more 
easily apprehended significance, than the -trtj/ of singing. 
Neither exists aa an independently intelligible and sat- 
isfying element of speech. Both the radical element, as 
such, and the grammatical element, therefore, are 
reached only by a process of abstraction. It seemed 
proper to symbolize sing-er as 4 -|- (fe) ; liort-us must be 
flymbolized as (A) +' (6). 

So far, the first speech element that we have found! 
which we can say actually "exists" is the word. Before 
defining the word, however, we must look a little more 
closely at the type of word that is illustrated by sing. 
Are we, after all, justified in identifying it with a 
Judical element? Does it represent a simple correspond- 
ence between concept and linguistic expression? Is the 
dement sing-, that we have abstracted from sings, sing- 
ing, and singer and to which we may justly ascribe a 
general unmodified conceptual value, actually the same 
linguistic fact as the word singf It would almost seem 
absurd to doubt it, yet a little reflection only is needed 
to convince us that the doubt is entirely legitimate. The 
word sing cannot, as a matter of fact, be freely used to 
refer to \is own conceptual content. The existence of 
such evidently related forms aa sang and sung at once 
shows that it cannot refer to past time, but that, for 
at least an important part of its range of usage, it ia lim- 
ited to the present. On the other hand, the use of sing 

an "infinitive" (in such locutions as to sing and he 
viUl sing) does indicate that there is a fairly strong 
tendency for the word sing to represent the IajIV, miAt^wv- 
.nteled amplitude of a specific concept. Tet ii awg ^«*' 
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in any adequate sense, the fixed expre^ion of the 
modified concept, thi^re should be no room for such vo- 
calic aberrations as we find in sang and suvg and song, 
nor should we find sing specifically used to indicate pres- 
ent lime for all persons but one (third person singular 
sings). 

The truth of the matter is that sirtg is a kind of twi- 
light word, trembling between the status of a true radical 
element and that of a modified word of the type of sitig- 
ing. Though it has no outward sign to indicate that it 
conveys more than a generalized idea, we do feel that 
there bangs about it a variable mist of added value. 
The formula A does not seem to represent it so well as 
^+'(0), We might suspect sing of belonging to the 
A -{^ (b) type, with the reservation that the (6) had 
vanished. This report of the "feel" of the word is far 
from fanciful, for historical evidence does, in aU earnest, 
show that sing is in origin a number of quite distinct 
wordfl, of type A -\-' (b), that have pooled their separate 
values. The (b) of each of these has gone as a tangible 
phonetic element ; its force, however, lingers on in weak- 
ened measure. The sing of / sing is the correspondent of 
the Anglo-Saxon singe; the i nfini tive sing, of singan; 
the imperative sing of sing. Ever since the breakdown 
of English forms that set in about the time of the 
Norman Conquest, our language has been straining 
towards the creation of simple concept-words, unalloyed 
by formal connotations, but it baa not yet succeeded 
in this, apart, possibly, from isolated adverbs and other 
elements of that sort. Were the typical unanalyzable 
word of the language truly a pure concept-word {type 
A) instead of being of a strangely transitional type 
— ^ (type j4 4" [0] ) , our sing and tcork and house and thou- 

^ ■ sands of others would compare ■wVtti. ftie ^.emmie, radio^^ 
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'Worcte of numeroua other languages.* Sueh a radical- 
word, to take a random example, is the Nootka* word 
lutmot "bone." Our English correspondent is only su- 
perficially comparable. Havwt means "bone" in a quite , 
indefinite sense ; to our English word clings the notion J' 
of singularity. The Nootka Indian can -convey the idea 
of plurality, in one of several ways, if he so desires, but 
he does not need to; hamot may do for either singular j 
or plural, should no interest happen to attach to the dis- 
tinction. As soon as we say "bone" {aside from its 
secondary usage to indicate material), we not merely 
specify the nature of the object but we imply, whether 
we wUl or no, that there is bat one of these objects to 
lie considered. And this increment of value makes all 
the difference. 

We now know of four distinct formal types of word: 
A (Nootka hamot) ; A +' (0) {sing,b<me) ; A -j- (6) 
(singing); {A) -\- (h) (Latin kortus). There is but 
one other type that is fundamentally possible : A -f-' Bi 
the union of two (or more) independently occurring 
radical elements into a single term. Such a word is the 
compound fire-etigine or a Sioux form equivalent to 
eatstand (i.e., "to eat while standing"). It frequently 
happens, however, that one of the radical elements be- 
Mmes functionally so subordinated to the other that it ■^ 
tskes on the character of a grammatical element. We 
may aymbolizc this by A +' 6, a tj'pe that may gradually, 
by loss of external connection between the subordinated 
element b and its independent counterpart B merge j 
■ with the commoner type A +' (6). A word like heauti- | 

*It ii not a. question of the goncral iHolating character of such 
lugasges as Cbineee (see Chapter VI). Radical-words ma; and 
4o oeear in languagea of all varieties, many al ttieni ol «■ Vi^ 
Mjrw of complexity. 

'^tffl ic a group of Indian tribes in Vancouver 1,b\biSv4. 
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ful is an example of A + 6, the -ful barely preserving 
the impress of its lineage. A word like homely, on the 
other band, is clearly of the type A +' (b), for no one 
but a linguistic student is aware of the connection be- 
tween the -ly aud the independent word like. 

In actual use, of course, these five (or six) funda- 
mental types may be indefinitely complicated in a num- 
ber of ways. The (0) may have a multiple value; in 
other words, the inherent formal modification of the 
basic notion of the word may affect more than one cate- 
gory. In such a Latin word as cor "heart," for in- 
stance, not only is a concrete concept conveyed, but there 
ding to the form, which is actually shorter than its own 
radical element (cord-), the three distinct, yet inter- 
twined, formal concepts of singularity, gender classifica- 
tion (neuter), and case (subjective-objective). The 
complete grammatical formula for cor is, then, A -\- (0) 
+' (0) + (0), though the merely external, phonetie 
formula would be {A)—, [A) indicating the abstracted 
"stem" ccrd-, the minus sign a loss of material. The 
significant thing about such a word as cor is that the 
three conceptual limitations are not merely expressed by 
implication as the word sinks into place in a sentence ; 
they are tied up, for good and all, within the very vitals 
of the word and cannot be eliminated by any possibility 
of usage. 

Other complications result from a manifolding of 
parts. In a given word there may be several elements 
of the order A (we have already symbolized this by the 
type A-\''B), of the order (A), of the order ft, and o£ 
the order {h). Finally, the various types may be com- 
bined among themselves in endless ways. A compara- 
tively simple language like English, or even Latin, illus- 
tratea but a modest proportion of these theoretical pi 
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klnlilies. But if we take our examples freely from the 
t storehouse of language, from languages exotic as 
rell as from those that we are more familiar with, 
re shall find that there is hardly a possibility that is 
lot realized in actual usage. One example will do for 
[hoosands, one complex type for hundreds of possible 
I select it from Paiute, the language of the In- 
3 of the arid plateaus cf southwestern Utah. The 
wn-to-kuchum-pufiku-riigani-yugwi-va-ntU'm(ii) ' 
IE of unusual length even for its own language, but it iB 
no psychological monster for all that. It means "they 
nho are going to sit and cut up with a knife a black cow 
(or baU)," or, in the order of the Indian elements, 
"kuife-black-buffalo-pet-eut up-ait(plur.) -future-parti- 
ciple-animate plur." The formula for this word, in ac- 
eordance with our symbolism, would be {F )+' (E) ■+■ 
+ d+A + B+(ff) + {A) -f {i) -f (0). It is the 
plural of the fnture participle of a compound verb "to 
Bit and cut up" — A + B. The elements {g) — which 
denotes futurity — , (A)— a participial suffix — , and (»') 
—indicating the animate plural — are grammatical ele- 
ments which convey nothing when detached. The 
formxila (0) is intended to imply that the finished word 
conveys, in addition to what is definitely expressed, a 
further relational idea, that of subjectivity; in other 
*ord8, the form can only be used as the subject of a 
sentence, not in an objective or other syntactic relatioH. 
The radical element A ("to eut up"), before entering 
Into combination with the coordinate element B {"to 
itself compounded with two nominal elements 
C element-groups — an instrumentally used stem (F) 

'In thU and other examples taken from erotic lan^iajjeB 1 sm 
(weed by practical conBiderationa to simplify the actual phonetic 
™nn. Tbia BhouM not matter pptceptibly, aa we are rancemed 
Will form ae auch, not with phonetic content. 
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("knife"), which may be freely ased as the radical 
element of qoud forms but cannot be employed as an 
absolute noun in its given form, and an objectively used 
gro\ip~{E) -i- C -i- d ("black cow or bull"). This 
group in turn consiBta of an adjectival radical element 
(£) ("black"), which cannot be independently ent- 
ployed (the absolute notion of "black" can be rendered 
only as the participle of a verb: "black-be-ing"), and 
the compound uoun C -\- d ("buffalo-pet"). The radi- 
cal element C properly means "buffalo," but the ele- 
ment d> properly an independently occurring noun mean- 
ing "horse" (originally "dog" or "domesticated ani- 
mal" in general), is regularly used as a quasi-subordi- 
nate element indicating that the animal denoted by the 
stem to which it is affixed is owned by a human being, 
It will be observed that the whole complex (P) -)- (E) 
-\- C -i~ d + A-\- Bis functionally no more than a verbal 
base, corresponding to the sing- of an English form like 
singing; that this complex remains verbal in force on 
the addition of the temporal element {g) — this (g), by 
the way, must not be understood as appended to B 
alone, but to the whole basic complex as a unit — ; and 
that the elements (h) + (t) + (0) transform the verbal 
expression into a formally well-defined noun. 
It is high time that we decided just what is meant by 
, a word. Our first impulse, no doubt, would have been 

ito define the word as the symbolic, linguistic counterpart 
of a single concept. We now know that such a defini- 
tion is impossible. In truth it is impossible to define 
the word from a functional standpoint at all, for the 
word may be anj-thing from the expression of a single 
concept — concrete or abstract or purely relational (aS 
in of" or by or and)^to the expression of a complete 
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)aght (aa in Latin dico"! say" or, with greater elabo- 1 
tteness of form, in a Nootka verb form denoting "I I 

been accustomed to eat twenty round objects [e.g., 
iples] while engaged in [doing so and so]"). In the 
itter case the word becomes identical with the sentence. 
le word is merely a form, a definitely molded entity 
,t takes in as much or as little of the conceptual mate- 
o£ the whole thought as the genius of the language 
to allow. Thus it is that while the single radical 
lements and grammatical elements, the carriers of iso- 
coneepts, are comparable as we pass from language 
language, the finished words are not. Radical (or 
grammatical) element and sentence — these are the pri- 
mary fuTictional units of speech, the former as an ab- 
stracted minimum, the latter as the esthetically satisfy- 
ig embodiment of a unified thought. The actual formal 
nits of speech, the words, may on occasion identify 
bemaelves with either of the two functional units ; more 
ften they mediate between the two extremes, embody- 
ng one or more radical notions and also one or more 
nbeidiary ones. "We may put the whole matter in a 
iQtshell by saying that the radical and grammatical 
elements of language, abstracted as they are from the 
Realities of speech, respond to the conceptual world of 
Mience, abstracted as it is from the realities of experi- 
«1CB, and that the word, the existent unit of living 
'l[>eeeh, responds to the unit of actually apprehended ex- 
perience, of history, of art. The sentence is the logical 
eottiiterpart of the complete thought only if it be felt as 
made up of the radical and grammatical elements that 
lnik in the recesses of its words. It is the psychological 
wnnterpart of experience, of art, when it is felt, as in- 
deed it normally is, aa the finished play of wotA -rnXSa. 
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word. As the necessity of defining thouglit solely aid' 
exclusively for its own sake becomes more urgent, the 
word becomes increasingly irrelevant as a means. Wo 
can therefore easily uoderstand why the mathematician 
and the symbolic logician are driven to discard tho 
word and to build up their thought with the help of sym- 
bols which have, each of them, a rigidly unitary value. 
But is not the word, one may object, as much of an 
abstraction as the radical element i Is it not as arbi- 
trarily lifted out of the living sentence as is the mini- 
mum conceptual element out of the word? Some Stu- 
dents of language have, indeed, looked upon the word 
as such an abstraction, though with very doubtful wai^ 
rant, it seems to me. It is true that in particular casea, 
especially in some of the highly synthetic languages of 
aboriginal America, it is not always easy to eay whether 
a particular element of language is to be interpreted as 
an independent word or as part of a larger word. These 
transitional cases, puzzling as they may be on occasion, 
do not, however, materially weaken the case for the psy- 
chological validity of the word. Linguistic experience, 
both as expressed in standardized, written form and as 
tested in daily usage, indicates overwhelmingly that 
there is not, as a rule, the slightest difficulty in bringing 
f the word to consciousness as a psychological reality. No 
more convincing test could be desired than this, that 
the naive Indian, quite unaccustomed to the concept of 
the written word, has nevertheless no serious difficulty 
in dictating a text to a linguistic student word by word; 
he tends, of course, to run his words together as in actual 
speech, but if he is called to a halt and is made to under- 
stand what is desired, he can readily isolate the words 
as such, repeating them as units. He regularly refuses, 
on the other hand, to isolate the radical or grammatifl ~ 
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element, on the ground that it ' ' makes no aenae. ' ' • What, 
then, is the objective criterion of the wordt The speaker 
and hearer feel the word, let us grant, but how shall 
we justify their feeling! If function is not the uiti- i^^ 
mate criterion of the word, what ist ^^M 

It is easier to ask the question than to anawer it. Tlie ^^^| 
beflt that we can do is to say that the wo rd is one of the I ^^^ 
smallest, completely satisfying bit8_of isolated "^mean- 1 A^rf^C 
ing" into wnic^iLe sentence resolves itself. It cannot/ 
he cul into without a disturbance of meaning, one or the 
other or both of the severed parts remaining as a help- 
less waif 00 our hands. In practice this unpretentious 
criterion does better service than might be supposed. 
In such a sentence as /( is unthinkable, it is simply im- 
possible to group the elements into any other and smaller 
"words" than the three indicated. Think or thinkable 
imight be isolated, but as neither un- nor -able nor is-un 
'yields a measurable satisfaction, we are compelled to 
! leave unthinkable as an integral whole, a miniature bit 
[of art. Added to the ' ' feel ' ' of the word are frequently, 
limt by no means invariably, certain external phonetic 

■Tbeee oral experiPDcea, whch I have had time and again aa 

t field Htudent of American Indian languagea, are very neatly 

I CDoflnned bj personal experiences of another sort. Twice I have 

< tkiight intelligent young IndiaDB to write their own languagea 

' aeeording to the phonetic iyutem which I employ. They were 

taught merely how to render accurately the sounds as such. Both 

had some difficulty in learning to hreak up a word into its con- 

I atitnent sounds, but none whatever in determining the words. This 

I they both did with spontaneous and complete accuracy. In the 

I hundreds of pages of manuscript Nootka text that I have ob- 

I tained from one of these young Indians the words, whether ab- 

I ttnct Tclational entities like English that and but or complex 

I Kntence- words like the Nootka example quoted above, are, prac- 

I ticallf without exception, isolated precisely ati I or any other 

1 atodent would have isolated them. Such experiences with nai've 

wkers and recorders do more to convince one of the definitelv 

"8 11^^ of the word than any amount of fuieV^ ttt«ai(A.\'M 
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characteristics. Chief of these is accent. In many, per- 
haps in most, languages the single word is marked by 
a unifying accent, an emphasis on one of the syllables, 
to which the rest are subordinated. The particular sylla- 
ble that is to be so distinguished is dependent, needless 
to say, on the special genius of the language. The im- 
portance of accent as a unifying feature of the word is 
obvious In such English esaraples aa unthinkable, char- 
acterizing. The long Paiute word that we have analyzed 
is marked as a rigid phonetic unit by several features, 
chief of which are the accent on its second syllable {M;it'- 
"knife") and the slurring ("unvoicing," to use the 
technical phonetic term) of its final vowel {'inU, animate 
plural) . Such features as accent, cadence, and the treat- 
ment of consonants and vowels wfthin the body of a word 
are often useful as aids in the external demarcation of 
the word, but they must by no means be interpreted, as 
is sometimes done, as themselves responsible for its psy- 
chological existence. They at best but strengthen a feel- 
ing of unity that is already present on other grounds. 
We have already seen that the major functional unit 
of speech, the sentence, has, like the word, a psychologi- 
cal aa well as a merely logical or abstracted existence. 
Its definition is not difficult. It is the linguistic ex- 
pression of a proposition. It combines a subject of dis- 
course with a statement in regard to this subject. Sub- 
ject and "predicate" may be combined in a single word, 
as in Latin dico; each may be expressed independently, 
as in the English equivalent, / say; each or either miff 
be so qualified aa to lead to complex propositions of manf 
sorts. No matter how many of these qualifying elements 
(words or functional parts of words) are introduced, the 
sentence does not lose its feeling of unity so long as each 
and every one of them falls in place as contributory 
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to the definition of either the Bnbject of disconrse or thi 
core of the predicate.' Such a sentence as The mayor of 
New York is going to deliver a speech of welcome i*' 
French is readily felt as a unified statement, incapable 
of reduction by the transfer of certain of its elements, 
in their given form, to the preceding or following sen- 
tences. The contributory ideas of of New York, of wel- 
come, and in French may be eliminated without^iurting 
the idiomatic flow of the sentence. The mayor is going 
to deliver a speech is a perfectly intelligible proposition. 
But further than this we cannot go in the process of re- 
duction. We cannot say, for instance, Mayor is going to 
deliver.^ The reduced sentence resolves itself into the 
subject of discourse — the mayor — and the predicate — is 
going to deliver a speech. It is customary to say that 
the true subject of such a sentence is mayor, the true 
predicate is goitig or even is, the other elements being 
rtrictly subordinate. Such an analysis, however, is 
purely schematic and is without psychological value. It 
is much better frankly to recognize the fact that either 
or both of the two terms of the sentence-proposition 
may be incapable of expression in the form of single 
words. There are languages that can convey all that | J 
is conveyed by The-mayor is-going-to-deliver-a-speech in | J 
two words, a subject word and a predicate word, but I 
fiagliah is not so hig hl^s ynthetj e. The point that ws 
KM Feally making here is tha t underlying the finish ed 

^"CoOidinate aentenceH" like / thatl remain but you may go may 
tol; doubtfully be conai ered ae truly unified predications, aa trua 
WlUiiMe. They B.re aentences in a atylistii^ aense rather than 
ban the atrictSy formal linguistic standpoint. The orthography 
'•toll remain. Bal j/ou mat/ go is as intrinaieally justillcd as 
' ihaU remain, Xow j/ou may go. The cluaer connection in aenti- 
Bnt between the &rst two propoaitiona has led to a eonventiooal 
^Iloal reprcBentation that must not deceive the analytic ft^\T\t. 
""" ' poaaibly, in a newapaper headline, ^uch. b««Ai\'a«ti 

' language ojilj in a derived aenae. | 
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sentence is a livmgj^tenegjype, of fixed formal chai 
Bcterifltica. These fixed types or actual sentence-ground 
works may be freely overlaid by such additional matte 
as the speaker or writer cares to put on, but they ar 
tbemselvea as rigidly "given" by tradition as are th 
radical and grammatical elements abstracted from th 
finished word. New words may be consciously create 
from these fundamental elements on the analogy of ol 
ones, but hardly new types of words. In the same wa; 
new sentences are being constantly created, but alway 
on strictly traditional lines. The enlarged sentence, how 
ever, allows aa a rule of considerable freedom in th 
handling of what may be called ' ' unessential ' ' parts. I 
is this margin of freedom which gives us the opportunity 
of individual style. 

The habitual association of radical elements, gram 

matical elements, words, and sentences with concept 

or groups of concepts related into wholes is the fae 

itself of language. It is important to note that ther 

is in all languages a certain randomness of assoeiation 

Thus, the idea of "hide" may be also expressed by flu 

word "conceal," the notion of "three times" also bj 

"thrice." The multiple exp ression of a single c oDcep 

I is universally felt"^ a source of linguistic strength an( 

/ variety, not as a needless extravagance. More irksomt 

■ is a random correspondence between idea and lingu^tit 

expression in the field of abstract and relational coQ' 

eepts, particularly when the concept ia embodied in i 

grammatical element. Thus, the randomness of the 

expression of plurality in such words as books, oxe^ 

tJuep, and geese is felt to be rather more, I fancy, an 

onavoidable and traditional predicament than a welcome 

inxuri&nce. It ia obi,ious that a language c&naot p 

b^yaid a certain point in tluB T»&doaifi.«!s&. Many Iio- 
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guages go incredibly far in this reapeet, it is true, but 
liugaistic history shows conclusively that sooner or Iat#r 
the less frequently occurring associations are ironed out 
at the expense of the more vital ones. In other words, 
all languages have an inherent tendency to economy ofl 
expression. Were this tendency entirely inoperative,' 
there would be no grammar. The fact of grammar, a 
universal trait of language, is simply a generalized ex- 
pression of the feeling that analogous concepts and rela- 
tions are most conveniently symbolized in analogous 
forms. Were a language ever completely "grammati- 
cal," it would be a perfect engine of conceptual expres- 
Bion, Unfortunately, or luckily, no language is tyranni- 
cally consistent. All grammars leak. 

Up to the present we have been assuming that the 
material of language reflects merely the world of eon- 
eepte and, on what I have ventured to call the "pre- 
rational" plane, of images, which are the raw mate- 
rial of concepts. We have, in other words, been assum- 
ing that language moves entirely in the ideational or 
cognitive sphere. It is time that we amplified the pic- 
ture. The volitional aspect of consciousness also is 
to some extent explicitly provided for in language. 
Nearly all languages have special means for the expres- 
rion of commands (in the imperative forms of the verb, 
for example) and of desires, tmattained or unattainable 
{Would Jie might come! or Would he were here!) The 
emotions, on the whole, seem to be given a less adequate 

itlet. Emotion, indeed, is proverbially inclined to 
ichlessness. Most, if not all, the interjections are 
to be pnt to the credit of emotional expression, also, it 
may be, a number of linguistic elements expressing cer- 
tain modalities, such as dubitative or poteutis^ Iqttos.. 
wbicb may be inferprefed as reflectiiig ttie «TQfi\.\Q'ni 
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states of heaitation or doubt — attenuated fear. On the 
whole, it must be admitttd that ideation reigna sopreme 
in language, that volition and emotion come in as dis- 
tinctly secondary factors. Thia, after all, Js perfectly 
intelligible. The world of iniage'and concept, the end- 
less and ever-shifting picture of objective reality, is the 
unavoidable subject-matter of human communication, 
for it is only, or mainly, in terms of this world that 
effective action is possible. Desire, purpose, emotion are 
the personal color of the objective world; they are ap- 
plied privately by the individual soul and are of rela- 
tively little importance to the neighboring one. All 
this does not mean that volition and emotion are not 
expressed. They are, strictly speaking, never absent 
from normal speech, but their expression is not of a 
truly linguistic nature. The nuances of emphasis, tone, 
and phrasing, the varying speed and continuity of utter- 
1 \ ance, the accompanying bodily movements, all these 
express something of the inner life of impulse and 
feeling, but as these means of expression are, at last 
analysis, but modified forms of the instinctive utterance 
that man shares with the lower animals, they cannot 
be considered as forming part of the essential cultural 
conception of language, however much they may be in- 
separable from its actual life. And this instinctive e»- 
presslon of volition and emotion is, for the most part) 
sufficient, often more than sufficient, for the purposes 
of communication. 

There are, it is true, certain writers on the psychology 
of language* who deny its prevailingly cognitive char- 
flcter but attempt, on the contrary, to demonstrate tha 
origin of most linguistic elements within the domabi 
of feeling. I confess that I am utterly unable to follow 
*Eg.j the briliiant Dutch writer, Jac van (i\im^ini. 
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What there is of truth in their contentions may 
be snmmed up, it seems to me, by saying that moat words, 
like practically all elements of eonseioiisness, have an 
'usociated feeling-tone, a mild, yet none the leaa real 
^d at times insidiously powerful, derivative of pleas- 
are or pain. This feeling-tone, however, is not as a rule 
ftn inherent value in the word itself ; it is rather a senti- 
pental growth on the word's true body, on its conceptual 
kernel. Not only may the feeling-tone change from one 
Ige to another (this, of course, is true of the conceptual 
(ontent as well), but it varies remarkably from indi- 
ridual to individual according to the personal assoeia- 
&>iis of each, varies, indeed, from time to time in a 
jingle individual 's consciousness as his experiences mold 
dm and his moods change. To be sure, there are so- 
daily accepted feeling-tones, or ranges of feeling-tone, 
[or many words over and above the force of individual 
kssociation, but they are exceedingly variable and elusive 
Bungs at best. They rarely have the rigidity of the 
tantral, primary fact. We all grant, for instance, that 
Horm, tempest, and Tiurricane, quite aside from their 
Sight differences of actual meaning, have distinct feel- 
bg-tones, tones that are felt by all sensitive speakers and 
readers of English in a roughly equivalent fashion. 
fltorm, we feel, is a more general and a decidedly less 
"magnificent" word than the other two; tempest is not 
inly associated with the sea but is likely, in the minds 
BE many, to have obtained a softened glamour from a 
pecifie association with Shakespeare's great play; Aur- 
iatne has a greater forthrightness, a directer ruthlesa- 
Kea than its synouyms. Yet the individual's feeling- 
tmes for these words are likely to vary enormously. To 
tome tempest and kurricame may seem "soit," ■VW.wor^ 
fords, tie simpler starjn having a iteah, tugg,e.i. "^^^ift 
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which the others do not possess (think of storm and 
stress). If we have browsed much in our childhood 
days in hooks of the Spanish Main, hurricane is likely 
to have a pleasurably bracing tone; if we have had the 
misfortune to be caught in one, we are not unlikely to 
feel the word as cold, cheerless, sinister. 

The feeling-tonea of words are of no use, strictly 
speaking, to science; the philosopher, if he desires to 
arrive at truth rather than merely to persuade, finds 
them his most insidious enemies. But man is rarely en- 
gaged in pure science, in solid thinking. Generally his 
mental activities arc bathed in a warm current of feel- 
ing and he seizes upon the feeling-tones of words as 
gentle aids to the desired excitation. They are natu- 
rally of great value to the literary artist. It is inter- 
esting to notCj however, that even to the artist they are 
a danger. A word whose customary feeling-tone is too 
unquestioningly accepted becomes a plushy bit of fur- 
niture, a cliche. Every now and then the artist has to 
fight, the feeling-tone, to get the word to mean what it 
nakedly and conceptually should mean, depending for 
the effect of feeling on the creative power of an indi- 
vidual juxtaposition of concepts or images. 



THE SOUNDS OP LANGUAGE 

We have seen that the mere phonetic framework of 
speech does not constitute the inner fact of language "* 
and that the single sound of articulated speech is not, 
aa such, a linguistic element at ail. For all that, speech 
is so inevitably bound up with sounds and their articu- 
lation that we can hardly avoid giving the subject of 
phonetics some general consideration. Experience has 
shown that neither the purely formal aspects of a 
language nor the course of its history can bo fully 
understood without reference to the sounds in which '' " 
this form and this history are embodied. A detailed 
survey of phonetics would be both too technical for 
the general reader and too loosely related to our main 
theme to warrant the needed space, but we can well 
afford to consider a few outstanding facts and ideas eoa- 
nected with the sounds of language. - 

The feeling that the average speaker has of his lan- 
guage is that it is built up, acoustically speaking, of 
a comparatively small number of distinct sounds, each 
of which is rather accurately provided for in the current 
alphabet by one letter or, in a few cases, by two or more 
alternative letters. As for the languages of foreigners, 
he generally feels that, aside from a few striking dif- 
ferences that cannot escape even the uncritical ear, the 
sounds they use are the same as those he is familiar with 
but that there is a mysterious "accent" to these foreign 
langnages, a certain unanalyzed phonetic chaTaRW.T,«9ra\. J 



44 LANGUAGE 

from the sounds as such, that gives them their air of 

strangeness. This naive feeling is largely illusory on 
both scores. Phonetic analysis convinces one that the 
number of clearly distinguishable soimds and nuances 
of sounds that are habitually employed by the speakers 
of a language is far greater than they themselves recog- 
nize. Probably not one English speaker out of a hun- 
dred has the remotest idea that the ( of a word like sting 
is not at all the same sound as the ( of teem, the latter 
* having a fullness of "breath release" that is inhibited 
in the former case by the preceding s; that the ea of 
meat is of perceptibly shorter duration than the ca of 
mead; or that the final s of a word like heads is not the 
full, buzzing s sound of the s in such a word as please. 
It is the frequent failure of foreiguera, who have ac- 
quired a practical mastery of English and who have 
eliminated all the cruder phonetic shortcomings of their 
less careful brethren, to observe such minor distinctions 
that helps to give their English pronunciation the curi- 
ously elusive "accent" that we all vaguely feel. We 
do not diagnose the "accent" as the total acoustic effect 
produced by a series of slight but specific phonetic er- 
rors for the very good reason that we have never 
made clear to ourselves our own phonetic stock in 
trade. If two languages taken at random, say Eng- 
lish and Russian, are compared as to their phonetic 
systems, we are more apt than not to find that very 
few of the phonetic elements of the one find an exact 
analogue in the other. Thus, the ( of a Russian word 
like tarn "there" is neither the English ( of sting nor 
the English t of teem. It differs from both in its "den- 
tal" articulation, in other words, in being produced by 
contact of the tip of the tongue with the upper teeth, 
not, as in English, by contact of the tongue back of the 
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tip with the gum ridge above the teeth; moreove 
differs from the ( of teem also in the absence of a marked 
"breath release" before the following vowel ia attached, 
so that its acoustic effect is of a more precise, ' ' metallic ' ' 
nature than in Knglish. Again, the English t is un- 
known in Russian, which possesses, on the other hand, 
two distinct i-sounds that the normal English speaker 
would find it difflcult exactly to reproduce — a "hollow," 
guttural-like I and a "soft," palatalized (-sound that is 
only very approximately rendered, in English terms, as 
ly. Even so simple and, one would imagine, so invaria- 
ble a sound as m differs in the two languages. In a Rus- 
Biaa word like most "bridge" the m is not the same as 
the m of the English word most; the lips are more fully 
rounded during its articulation, so that it makes a heav- 
ier, more resonant impression on the ear. The vowels, 
needless to say, differ completely in English and Rus- 
sian, hardly any two of them being quite the same. 

I have gone into these illustrative details, which are 
of little or no specific interest for ua, merely in order i 
to provide something of an experimental basis to con- ] 
vince ourselves of the tremendous variability of speech 
sounds. Yet a complete inventory of the acoustic re- 
sources of all the European languages, the languages 
nearer home, while unexpectedly large, would still fall 
far short of conveying a just idea of the true range 
of human articulation. In many of the languages of 
Asia, Africa, and aboriginal America there are whole 
classes of sounds that most of us have no knowledge 
of. They are not necessarily more difficult of enuncia- 
tion than sounds more familiar to our ears ; they merely 
involve such muscular adjustments of the organs of 
speech as we have never habituated ourselves to. It 
may be safely said that the total number of possible 



1 



m LANGUAGE 

BoiuidH is greatly in excess of those actually in ase, 
deed, an experienced phonetician should have no diffi- 
culty in inventing sounds that are unknown to objective 
investigation. One reason why we find it difBcult to 
believe that the range of possible speech sounds is indefi- 
nitely large is our habit of eoneeiving the sound as a 
simple, unanalyzable impression instead of as the re- 
sultant of a number of distinct muscular adjustments 
that take place simultaneously. A slight change in any 
one of these adjustments gives us a now sound which is 
akin to the old one, because of the continuance of the 
other adjustments, but which is acoustically distinct 
from it, so sensitive has the human ear become to the 
nuanced play of the vocal mechanism. Another reason 
for our lack of phonetic imagination is the fact that, 
while our ear is delicately responsive to the sounds of 
apwch, the muscles of our speech organs have early in 
life become exclusively accustomed to the particular ad- 
jnstments and systems of adjustment that are required 
to produce the traditional sounds of the language. All 
or nearly all other adjustments have become perma- 
nently inhibited, whether through inexperience or 
through gradual elimination. Of course the power to 
produce these inhibited adjustments is not entirely lost, 
but the extreme difficulty we experience in learning the 
new sounds of foreign languages is sufficient evidence of 
the strange rigidity that has set in for most people in the 
voluntary control of the speech organs. The point may 
be brought home by contrasting the comparative lack of 
freedom of volnntary speech movements with the all bat 
perfect freedom of voluntary gesture.' Our rigidity in 

1 Obwrve the "roluntarv." Wlien we ahont or gnmt or otliei^ 
wiae allow our roicet to take care of themselvM, as we are likely ta 
do when aJoae ia the eouutry on a fine apTmg 4b.^ , ^f« »ie ■»- ' 
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Kticnlation is the price we have had to pay for easy 
of a highly necessary symbolism. One cannot 
both splendidly free in the random choice of move- , 
and selective with deadly certainly.' 
There are, then, an indefinitely large number of ar- 
icolated sounds available for the mechanics of speech; 
ly given language makes ose of an explicit, rigidly 
Bonomical selection of these rich resources; and each 
the many possible sounds of speech is conditioned by 
number of independent muscular adjustments that 
(rk together simultaneously towards its production. A 
tall account of the activity of each of the organs of 
peech — in so far as its activity has a bearing on Ian- 
impossible here, nor can we concern ourselves 
a systematic way with the classification of sounds on 
^ basis of their mechanics.* A few bold outlines are 
D that we can attempt. The organs of speech are the 

iig Tocal adjustmenta by voluntary control. Under these dr- 
lutauceB we are almoat certain to hit on speech Bounds that 
could never l^arn to control in actual speech. 



» If speech, in its acoustic and artieulatorv aspect, is indeed 

~'ga eyetem, how comes it, one may plausibly object, that no 

people speak alikeT The answer ia simple. All that part of 



;h which falls out of the rigid articulatory framework it 
'h in idea, hut ia merely a auperadded, more or less instinc- 
ily determined vocal complication inseparable from speech in 
"*'"s. AH the individual color of apeech^ — -personal emphasis, 
, , personal cadence, personal pitch— is a non-lin^istic fact, 
)t KB the incidental expression of desire and emotion are. for 
t moat part, alien to linguistic expression. Speech, like all 
IBenta of culture, dtmands conceptual selection, inhibition of 
J randomness of instinctive Iiehavior. That its "idea" is never 
tliced a« sueh in practice, its earriere being instinctively ani- 
ated organiBma, is of course true of each and every aspect of 
ilture. 

* Purely acoustic claasiHcationa, such as more easily suggest 
nnBelves to a first attempt at analysis, are now in less favor 
long students of phonetics than organic clRssiflcations. The 
tter have the advantage of being more ohjective. Moreover, 
I aetrastic quality of a sound is dependent on the aTticulstLus'o.i 
in 'Uiough in linguistic cossciouaneaa thia qukllty » ttte ptWktj, 
it the secondary, fact. 
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longs and brondiial tubes ; the throat, partiealarlf tint 
put of it which is known as the latTiix or, is popolftr 
parlance, the "Adam's apple"; the noee; the avnla, 
which is the soft, pointed, and easily movable organ that 
depends from the rear of the palate ; the palate, which 
ia divided into a posterior, movable "soft palate" or 
velum and a "hard palate"; the ton^e; the teeth; «uid 
the lips. The palate, lower palate, tongue, teeth, and 
lips ma; be looked npon as a combined resonance cham- 
ber, whose constantly varying shape, chiefly due to the 
extreme mobility of the tongue, is the main factor in 
giving the outgoing breath its precise quality ' of sound. 

The lungs and bronchial tubes are organs of speech 
only in so far as they supply and conduct the current 
of outgoing air without which audible articulation is 
impossible. They are not responsible for any specific 
sound or acoustic feature of sounds except, possibly, 
accent or stress. It may be that differences of stress 
are due to slight differences in the contracting force 
of the lung muscles, but even this influence of the lungs 
is denied by some students, who explain the fluctuations 
of stress that do so much to color speech by reference 
to the more delicate activity of the glottal cords. These 
glottal cords are two small, nearly horizontal, and highly 
sensitive membranes within the larynx, which consists, 
for the most part, of two large and several smaller car- 
tilages and of a number of small muscles that control 
the action of the cords. 

The cords, which are attached to the cartilages, are 
to the human speech organs what the two vibrating reeds 

* By "quality" is here meant the inherent nature and resonance 
o( thi' Bound AB eucb. The general "qualit}^' of the individual'! 
voicu ia another matter altogether. Thia is chiefly detenninri , 
h* the individual anatcnnieal characteriHtics of the iaryni: and it ' 
of au lingaiatifi inteiest wh&tevei. -^M 
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[are to a clarinet or the strings to a violin. They are ca- 
pable of at least three distinct types of movement, each ' 
of which is of the greatest importance for speech. They 
may be drawn towards or away from each other, they 
may vibrate like reeds or strings, and they may be- 
come las or tense in the direction of their length. The 
last class of these movements allows the cords to vibrate 
at different "lengths" or degrees of tenseness and is 
responsible for the variations in pitch which are present 
not only in song but in the more elusive modulations of 
ordinary speech. The two other types of glottal action 
determine the nature of the voice, "voice" being a con- 
venient term for breath as utilized in speech. If the 
cords are well apart, allowing the breath to eacape in un- 
lodified form, we have the condition technically known 
I "voicelessness." All sounds produced uuder these 
circumstauceB are ' ' voiceless ' ' sounds. Such are the sim- 
ple, unmodified breath as it passes into the mouth, which 
at least approximately, the same as the sound that 
*e write h, also a large number of special articulations 
the mouth chamber, like p and s. On the other hand, 
i glottal cords may be brought tight together, without 
vibrating. When this happens, the current of breath 
is checked for the time being. The slight choke or 
'arrested cough" that is thus made audible is not rec- 
ognized in English as a definite sound but occurs never- 
theless not infrequently.' This momentary cheek, tech- 
nically known as a " glottal stop, " is an integral element 
of speech in many languages, as Danish, Lettish, certain 
Chinese dialects, and nearly all American Indian lan- 
Between the two estremea of voicelessness, that 



I 



* As st the end of the snappily pronounced no / ( Bometlmea 
written nopel) or in tbe oTeT-^^BTefuHy pronounced at all, wheia. ^ 
DtK may hear a slight check between the t and the a. 
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of completely open breath and that of checked bread), 
lies the position of trae voice. In this position the corde 
are close together, but not so tightly as to prevent the 
air from streaming through ; the cords are set vibrating 
and a muaieai tone of varying pitch results. A tone bo 
produced is known as a "voiced sound." It may have 
an indefinite number of qualities according to the precise 
position of the upper organs of speech. Our vowels, 
nasals (such as m and n), and such sounds as b, s, and 
I are all voiced sounds. The most convenient test of a 
voiced sound is the possibility of pronouncing it on any 
given pitch, in other words, of singing on it." The 
voiced sounds are the most clearly audible elements of 
speech. As such they are the carriers of practically all 
significant differences in.stres8, pitch, and syllabification. 
The voiceless sounds are articulated noises that break up 
the stream of voice with fleeting moments of silence. 
Acoustically intermediate between the freely unvoiced 
and the voiced sounds are a number of other character- 
istic types of voicing, such as murmuring and whisper.' 
These and still other types of voice are relatively unim- 
portant in English and moat other European languages, 
but there are languages in which they rise to some 
prominence in the normal flow of speech. 

The nose is not an active organ of speech, but it is 
highly important as a resonance chamber. It may be 

8 "SinRing" is here used in a wide eense. One cannot slug 
continutiufily on Buch a sound as b or d, but one may enaiij 
outline a tune on a aeries of b's or li'a in the manner of Oi» 
plucked "pizzicato" on atrlnged inatruments. A series of toiiM 
executed on continuant coneonante, like m, z. or I, gives the effMt 
of humming, droning, or buzzing. Tlie sound of 'Tiumming." ia- 
deed, Es nothing but a continuous voiced nasal, held on one piteb 
or varying in pitch, as desired. 

^ The whisper of ordinary speech is a, combination of unvoiced 
aoands and "whispered" Bounde, aa the term is nnderato od tH : 
phoueticB. ^^^ 
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lonnected from the mouth, which is the other great 
Bonance chamber, by the lifting of the movable part of 
A soft palate so as to shut off the paEsagc of the breath 
to the nasal cavity ; or, if the soft palate is allowed to 
[g down freely and unobstructively, so that the breath 
ses into both the nose and the mouth, these make a 
mbined resonance chamber. Such sounds as b and a 
i in father) are voiced "oral" sounds, that is, the 
iced breath does not receive a nasal resonance. As 
in as the soft palate is lowered, however, and the nose 
Ided as a participating resonance chamber, the sounds 
and a take on a peculiar "nasal" quality and become, 
(pectively, m and the nasalized vowel written an in 
Knch (e.g., sang, tant). The only English sounds* 
it normally receive a nasal resonance are m, n, and the 
sound of sing. Practically all sounds, however, may 
nasalized, not only the vowels — nasalized vowels are 
mmon in all parts of the world — but such sounds as I 
• z. Voiceless nasals are perfectly possible. They oe- 
enr, for instance, in Welsh and in quite a number of 
American Indian languages. 

The organs that make up the oral resonance chamber 
may articulate in two ways. The breath, voiced or un- 
voiced, nasalized or unnaaalized, may be allowed to pass 
through the mouth without being checked or impeded 
at any point ; or it may be either momentarily cheeked 
or allowed to stream through a greatly narrowed pas- 
sage with resulting air friction. There are also tran- 
sitions between the two latter types of articulation. The 
unimpeded breath takes on a particular color or quality 
in accordance with the varying shape of the oral reso- ^^ 

tace chamber. This shape is chiefly determined by the ^H 
' Aside from the involuntRrj nnsalizini; n! a\\ \n\r.d wiuxA^ ^^H 
the speecb oi thoae that talk with a "nasal tnB,ag." ^^H 
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position of the movable parts — the tongue and the lips. 
As the tongue is raised or lowered, retracted or brought 
forward, held tense or lax, and as the lips are pursed 
("rounded") in varying degree or allowed to keep their i 
position of rest, a large number of distinct qualitieB i 
result. These oral qualities are the vowels. In theory ] 
their number is infinite, in practice the ear can dif- 
ferentiate only a limited, yet a surprisingly large, num- , 
ber of resonance positions. Vowels, whether nasalized 
or not, are normally voiced sounds; in not a few lan- 
guages, however, "voiceless vowels'" also occur. 

The remaining oral sounds are generally grouped to- 
gether as "consonants." In them the stream of breath 
is interfered with in some way, bo that a lesser reso- 
nance results, and a sharper, more incisive quality of 
tone. There are four main types of articulation 
generally recognized within the consonantal group 
of sounds. The breath may be completely stopped for 
a moment at some definite point in the oral cavity. 
Sounds 80 produced, like t or (f or p, are known as 
"stops" or "explosives."" Or the breath may be con- 
tinuously obstructed through a narrow passage, not en- 
tirely checked. Examples of such "spirants" or "frica- 
tives," as they are called, are s and z and y. The third 
class of consonants, the "laterals," are semi-stopped. 
There is a true stoppage at the central point of articu- 
lation, but the breath is allowed to escape through the , 
two side passages or through one of them. Our Engliiih 
d, for instance, may be readily transformed into I, 

^Iheie may be alao defined bb free unvoiced breath with vary- 
ing vocalic timbres. In the Inng Paiute word quoted on page 31 
the first II and the flnai ti are pronounced without voice. 

10 Nasalized gt^ps, eay m or n, cao ^laturaily not be truly 
"Btopped," as there ia no way of checking thfi stream of brealli 
'" *^e note by a definite artioulAtioo, 
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Hbieh has the voicing and the position of d, merely by 
Bepressing the sides of the tongue on either side of the 
■oint of contact sufttcieiitly to allow the breath to come 
RiTOUgh. Laterals are possible in many distinct posi- 
ttions. They may be unvoiced (the Welsh U is an ex- 
I ample) as well as voiced. Finally, the stoppage of the 
[ifereath may be rapidly intermittent ; in other words, the 
active organ of contact — generally the point of the 
tongue, less often the uvula " — may be made to vibrate 
against or near the point of contact. These sounds are 
the "trills" or "rolled consonants," of which the normal 
English r is a none too typical example. They are well 
developed in many languages, however, generally in voiced 
lOrm, sometimes, as in Welsh and Paiute, in unvoiced 
Ibnn as well. 

The oral manner of articulation is naturally not suf- 
ficient to define a consonant. The place of articulation 
most also be considered. Contacts may be formed at a 
large number of points, from the root of the tongue to 
tiie lips. It is not necessary here to go at length into 
■this somewhat complicated matter. The contact is either 
.ween the root of the tongue and the throat," some 
of the tongue and a point on the palate (as in k or 
or I), some part of the tongue and the teeth {as in 
English fh of thick and then), the teeth and one of 
lips (practically always the upper teeth and lower 
as in /), or the two lips (as in p or English w). 
le tongue articulations are the most complicated of all, 
the mobility of the tongue allows various points on 
sarface, say the tip, to articulate against a number of 
iposed points of contact. Hence arise many positions 

» The lips also may theoretically ao articulate. "Labial trilU," 
wever, are certainly rare in natural apeecVi. 
W-fThia poeitioa, known as "/aucal," is not coroman. 
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of articulation that we are not familiar with, such as 
the typical "dental" position of Russian or Italian * 
and d; or the "cerebral" position of Sanskrit and other 
languages of India, in which the tip of the tongue articu- 
lates against the hard palate. As there is no break 
at any point between the rims of the teeth back to the 
uvula nor from the tip of the tongue hack to its root, 
it is evident that all the articulations that involve the 
tongue form a continuous organic (and acoustic) series. 
The positions grade into each other, but each language 
selects a limited number of clearly defined positions as 
characteristic of its consonantal system, ignoring transi- 
tional or extreme positions. Frequently a language al- 
lows a certain latitude in the fixing of the required posi- 
tion. This is true, for instance, of the English ^sound, 
which is articulated much further to the front in a word 
like kin than in cool. "We ignore this difference, psyeho- 
logieally, as a non-essential, mechanical one. Another 
language might well recognize the difference, or only 
a slightly greater one, as significant, as paralleling the 
distinction in position between the k of kin and the t 
of till. 

The organic classification of speech sounds is a simple 
matter after what we have learned of their production, 
Any such sound may be put into its proper place by 
the appropriate answer to four main questions: — ^What 
is the position of the glottal cords during its artieill>' | 
tiont Does the breath pass into the mouth alone or ii 
it also allowed to stream into the nose? Does the breath 
pass freely through the mouth or is it impeded at some 
point and, if so, in what manner? What are the pre- 
cise points of articulation in the mouth? '^ Thjg four- i 
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fold classiii cation of sounds, worked out in all its de- 
tailed ramifications,'* is sufficient to account for all, or 
practically all, the sounds of language.'* 

The phonetic habits of a given language are not ex- 
haustively defined by stating that it makes use of such 
and such particular sounds out of the all but endless 
gamut that we have briefly surveyed. There remains 
the important question of the dynamics of these phonetic 
elements. Two languages may, theoretieally, be built 
up of precisely the same series of consonants and vowels 
and yet produce utterly different acoustic effects. One ^ 
of them may not recognize striking variations in the 
lengths or "quantities" of the phonetic elements, the 
other may note such variations most punctiliously (in 
probably the majority of languages long and short vow- 
els are distinguished ; in many, as in Italian or Swedish 
OP Ojibwa, long consonants are recognized as distinct 
from short ones). Or the one, say English, may be 
very sensitive to relative stresses, while in the other, 
say French, stress is a very minor consideration. Or, 
again, the pitch differences which are inseparable from 
the actual practice of language may not affect the word 
as such, but, as in English, may be a more or less ran- 
dom or, at best, but a rhetorical phenomenon, while 
in other languages, as in Swedish, Lithuanian, Chinese, 
Siamese, and the majority of African languages, they 
may be more finely graduated and felt as integral 
I characteristics of the words themselves. Varying meth- 

K " Including, under the fourth category, a number of special 
V TMonance adiustments that we have not been able to take up 

■ apeciflcally. 

^r IB In io far, it ehould be added, as these sounds are expiratory, 
^■. Le., pronounced with the outgoing breath. Certain languages, 

■ like the " ■' ■•■""—'■"■ 

I 



like the South African Hottentot and Bushman, have also a n 

ber of inspiratory flounda, pronounced by ewckAii?, wv ft\« Vien.'CB. 

lit varioua^oin/so/oraJ contact. Theae are t\\e BO-ca.\\ci"'JMft»r , 
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oda of syllabifying are also responsible for noteworthy 
acoustic differences. Most important of all, perhaps, 
are the very diiFerent poaaibilitieS of combining the 

■ phonetic elements. £acb language has its peculiaritiea. 
The ts combination, for instance, is found in both Eng- 
lish and German, but in English it can only occur at 
the end of a word (as in hats), while it occurs freely 
in German as the psychological equivalent of a single 
sound (as in Zeit, Katze). Some languages allow of 
great heapings of consonants or of vocalic groups (diph- 
thongs), in others no two consonants or no two vowels 
may ever come together. Frequently a sound occurs 
only in a special position or under special phonetic cir- 
cumstances. In English, for instance, the e-sound of 
azure cannot occur initially, while the peculiar quality 
of the t of sting is dependent on its being preceded by the 
g. These dynamic factors, in their totality, are as im- 
portant for the proper understanding of the phonetic 
genius of a language as the sound system itself, often 
far more so. 

We have already seen, in an incidental way, Uiat 
phonetic elements or such dynamic features as quantity 
and stress have varying psychological "values." The 
English ts of hats is merely a t followed by a func- 
tionally independent s, the ts of the German word Zeit 
has an integral value equivalent, say, to the t of the 
English word tide. Again, the t of time is indeed no- 
ticeably distinct from that of sting, but the difference, 
to the consciousness of an English-speaking person, is 
quite irrelevant. It has no "value." If we compare 
the (-sounds of Hatda, the Indian language spoken in 
the Queen Charlotte Islands, we find that precisely the 
same difference of articulation has a real value. In such 

s word as sh'ng "two," the t is ■pTO'awi'aiiftd precisely 
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pte in English, but in sta "from" the { is clearly "aspi- 
^ted," like that of time. In other words, an objective 
^difference that is irrelevant in English is of functional 
nralue in Haida; from its own psychological standpoint 
ttte t of sting is as different from that of sta as, from 
JjOQr standpoint, is the ( of time from the d of divine. 
pFiirther investigation would yield the interestmg result 
l^t the Haida ear finds the difference between the Eng- 
fHah. t of sting and the d of dimtie as irrelevant as the 
lluuve English ear finds that of the i-sounds of sting and 
fWttie. The objective comparison of sounds in two or 
j^ore languages is, then, of no psychological or historical 
ifldgnificance unless these sounds are first "weighted," on- 
less their phonetic "values" are determined. These vaJ- 
Hes, in turn, flow from the general behavior and func- 
^oning of the sounds in actual speech. 

These considerations as to phonetic value lead to an 

fanportant conception. Back of the purely objective sys- 

lem of sounds that is peculiar to a language and which 

lean be arrived at only by a painstaking phonetic analy- 

there is a more restricted "inner" or "ideal" system 

^whieh, while perhaps equally unconscious as a system to 

le naive speaker, can far more readily than the other 

brought to his consciousness as a finished pattern, a 

'chological mechanism. The inner sound-system, over- 

dd though it may be by the mechanical or the irrelevant, 

a real and an immensely important principle in the 

'e of a language. It may persist as a pattern, in- 

olving number, relation, and functioning of phonetic 

tements, long after its phonetic content is changed. Two ] 

istorically related languages or dialects may not have! 

sound in common, but their ideal sound-systems may I 

) identical patterns. I would not for a moment vrish.'! 

I imply that this pattern may n.o\ ehau¥,fc. W. ■owi:^ 
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shrink or expand or change its functional complexion, 

but itB rate of change is infinitely less rapid than that of 
' the sounds as such- Every language, then, is character- 
1 ized as much by its ideal system of sounds and by the 
I underlying phonetic pattern (system, one might term it, 

of symbolic atoms) as by a definite grammatical struc- 
' ture. Both the phonetic and conceptual structures show 

the instinctive feeling of language for form," 

i« JTiB conception of the ideal phonetic ayBtero, the phonetje 
pattern, of a language is not a.s well underatood hy Unguistio 
students sa it should be. In this respect the luischooled recorder 
of tankage, provided he has a good ear anu a genuine inatinct 
for language, ia oft«n at a, great advantage aa compared with the 
minute phonetician, who is apt to be swamped by hia maae of 
obaervationB. I have already employed my experience in teach- 
ing Ipdiana to write their own language for its testing value in 
another connection. It yields eijuallj valuable evidence here. 
I found that it waa difficult or impoaaible to teach an Indian 
to make phonetic distlnetiona that did not correspond to "points 
Id the pattern of bia language." however these differences might 
strike oiir objective ear, but that subtle, barely audible, phonetic 
difftrrencea, if only they hit the "poiuta in the pattern," were 
easily and voluntarily expressed in writing. In watching my 
Nootka interpreter write nia language, I often had the curloua 
feeling that he was Iranacribing an ideal Bow of phonetic ele- 
ments which he heard, inai' ■ ■ ■ .... 
standpoint, as the intention o 



FORM IN LANGUAGE: GRAMMATICAL 
PROCESSES 

The qnestion of form in language presents itself under 
two aBpeets. We may either fonsider the formal meth- 
ods employed by a language, its " grammatical proc- 
esses," or we may ascertain the distribution o^ concepts 
with reference to formal expression. What are the for- 
mal patterns of the language? And what types of con- 
cepts make up the content of these formal patterns? The 
two points of view are quite distinct. The English word 
unthinkingly is, broadly speaking, formally parallel to 
the word reformers, each being built up on a radical ele- 
ment which may occur as an independent verb {think, 
form), this radical element being preceded by an ele- 
ment («n-, re-) that conveys a definite and fairly con- 
crete significance but that cannot be used independently, 
and followed by two elements {-ing, -ly; -er, -s) that limit 
the application of the radical concept in a relational 
sense. This formal pattern — (b) -\- A -\- (c) -\- {d) ' — 
is a eharactoristic feature of the language. A countless 
number of functions may be expressed by it; in other 
words, all the possible ideas conveyed by such prefixed 
and suflSxed elements, while tending to fail into minor 
groups, do not necessarily form natural, functional sys- 
tems. There is no logical rc^on, for instwicej why _tha 
numeral function of -s should be formally expressed in 
For the ejaiboJiaia, see chapter II. 
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a maimer that is analogous to the expression of the ideS 
conveyed by -ly. It is perfectly conceivable that in an- 
other language the concept of manner [-ly) may be 
treated according to an entirely different pattern from 
that of plurality. The former might have to be ex- 
pressed by an independent word (aay, thus uiUkinking) , 
the latter by a prefixed element (say, plural '-reform-er). 
There are, of course, an unlimited number of other pos- 
sibilities. Even within the confines of English alone 
the relative independence of form and function can be 
made obvious. Thus, the negative idea conveyed by un- 
can be just as adequately expressed by a suffixed element 
{■less) in such a word as tJwughtlessly. Such a twofold 
formal expression of the negative function would be in- 
conceivable in certain languages, say Eskimo, where a 
suffixed element would alone be possible. Again, the 
plural notion conveyed by the -s of reformers is just as 
definitely expressed in the word geese, where an utterly 
distinct method is employed. Furthermore, the prin- 
ciple of vocalic change {goose — geese-) is by no means 
confined to the expression of the idea of plurality; it 
may also function as an indicator of difference of time 
(e.g., sing — sang, throw — threw). But the expression 
in English of past time is not by any means always 
bound up with a change of vowel. In the great ma- 
jority of eases the same idea is expressed by means of 
a distinct suffix {die-d, work-ed). Functionally, died 
and sang are analogous; so are reformers and geese. 
Formally, we must arrange these words quite otherwise. 
Both die-d and re-forttb-er-s employ the method of sofBx- 
ing grammatical elements ; both sang and geese have 
grammatical form by virtue of the fact that their vowels 
differ from the vowels of other words with which they 
^ "J'lural" is here a. aymbol f oi anj ijiefij;. vq.4.\ob.\;\b5 ^VoxiiWs. 
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are closely related in form and meaning {goose; sing, 



Every language poaseaaea one or more formal methods 
for indicating the relation of a secondary concept to 
the main concept of the radical element. Some of these 
grammatical proceasea, like suffixing, are exceedingly 
wide-Bpread; others, like vocalic change, are lesa com- 
mon but far from rare ; atill others, like accent and con- 
sonantal change, are somewhat exceptional as functional 
processes. Not all languages are aa irregular as Eng- 
lish in the assignment of functions to its stock of gram- 
matical processes. As a rule, such basic concepts as 
those of plurality and time are rendered by means of 
one or other method alone, but the rule has ao many 
exceptions that we cannot safely lay it down as a prin- 
ciple. Wherever we go we are impressed by the fact 
that pattern is one thing, the utilization of pattern quite 
another. A few further examples of the multiple ex- 
pression of identical functions in other languages than 
English may help to make atill more vivid this idea of 
the relative independence of form and function. 

In Hebrew, as in other Semitic languages, the verbal 
idea as such is expressed by three, less often by two 
or four, characteristic eouaonanta. Thus, the group 
tli-m-r expresses the idea of "guarding," the group g-n-b 
that of "stealing," v^t-n that of "giving." Naturally 
these consonantal sequences are merely abstracted from 
the actual forms. The consonants are held together in 
different forma by characteristic vowels that vary ac- 
cording to the idea that it is deaircd to expreaa. Pre- 
fixed and suffixed elements are also frequently used. The 
method of internal vocalic change is exempliffed in 
sJuinuir "he has guarded," shomer "guarding," sliamwiT 
*'i>emg yarded," s/imor "(to) guaid." K&^Q^'SNi!&^ 
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ganab ' ' he has stolen, ' ' goneb ' ' stealing, ' ' ganvb ' ' being 
stolen," gjwb "(to) steal." But not all infinitives are 
formed according to the type of shmor and gnob or of 
other types of internal vowel change. Certain verbs 
snffis a f-element for the infinitive, e.g,, ten-eth "to 
give," keyo-th "to be," Again, the pronominal ideas 
may be expressed by independent words {e.g., anoA;i 
"I"), by prefixed elements {e.g., e-shmor "I shall 
guard"), or by suffixed elements {e.g., skamaT-ti "I 
have guarded"). In Nass, an Indian language of Brit- 
ish Columbia, plurals are formed by four distinct meth- 
ods. Most nouns (and verbs) are reduplicated in the 
plural, that is, part of the radical element is repeated,, 
e.g., gyat ' ' person, ' ' gyigyat ' ' people. ' ' A second 
method is the use of certain characteristic prefixes, e.g,, 
an'on "hand," ka-an'on "hands"; tcai "one paddles," 
lu-wa% "several paddJe." Still other plurals are formed 
by means of internal vowel change, e.g., gwida "eloak," 
gwila "cloaks." Finally, a fourth class of plurals is 
constituted by such nouns as suffix a grammatical ele- 
ment, e.g., waky "brother," wakykw "brothers." 

From such groups of examples as these — and they 
might be multiplied ad nauseam — we cannot but con- 
clude that linguistic form may and should be studied as 
types of patterning, apart from the associated functions. 
We are the more justified in this procedure as all lan- 
guages evince a curious instinct for the development of 
one or more particular grammatical processes at the ex- 
pense of others, tending always to lose sight of any ex- 
plicit functional value that the process may have had in 
the first instance, delighting, it would seem, in the sheer 
play of its means of expression. It does not matter that 
m such a case as the English goose — geese, foul — defile, 
sing — sang — sung we can prove ttat 'we ara i&alva.^ with 
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historically distinct processes, that the vocalic altematioB 
of sing and sang, for instance, is centuries older as a 
specific type of grammatical process than the outwardly 
parallel one of goose and geese-. It remains true that 
there is {or was) an inherent tendency in English, at 
the time such forms as geese came into being, for the 
utilization of vocalic change as a significant linguistic 
method. Failing the precedent set by such already ex- 
isting types of voealie alternation as sing~~sang — sung, 
it is highly doubtful if the detailed conditions that 
brought about the eTOlution of forms like teeth and geese 
from tootk and goose would have been potent enough to 
allow the native lingmstic feeling to win through to an 
acceptance of these new types of plural formation as 
psychologically possible. This feeling for form as such, 
freely expanding along predetermined lines and greatly 
inhibited in certain directions by the lack of controlling 
types of patterning, should be more clearly understood 
than it seems to be. A general survey of many diverse 
types of languages is needed to give us the proper per- 
spective on this point. We saw in the preceding chap- 
ter that every language has an inner phonetic system 
of definite pattern. We now learn that it has also a 
definite feeling for patterning on the level of gram- 
matical formation. Both of these submerged and pow- 
erfully controlling impulses to definite form operate 
as sach, regardless of the need for expressing particular 
concepts or of giving consistent external shape to par- 
ticular groups of concepts. It goes without saying that 
these impulses can find realization only in concrete func- 
tional expression. We must say something to be able 
to say it in a certain manner. 

Let us now take up a little more systematieally, hovj- 
ever hrieBy, the various gramir^tica\ ptoees%ta 'O^^X-Xxti-- 
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guistic research has established. Thej* m&T be grouped 
into six main tfpee: word order; composition; a£Bxation, 
indadiog the use of prefixes, sofBxes, and infixes; inter- 
nal modification of the radical or grammatical element, 
whether this affects a vowel or a consonant; reduplica- 
tion ; and accentnal differences, whether dynamic { stress) 
or tonal (pitch). There are also special quantitative 
processes, like vocalic lengthening or shortening and con- 
sonantal doubling, but these may be looked upon as par- 
ticular sub-types of the process of internal modification. 
Possibly still other formal types exist, but they are not 
likely to be of importance in a general survey. It ia 
important to bear in mind that a linguistic phenomenon 
cannot be looked upon as illustrating a definite "proc- 
ess" unless it has an inherent functional value. The 
consonantal change in English, for instance, of books 
and bags (s in the former, z in the latter) ia of no func- 
tional significance. It is a purely external, mechanical 
change induced by the presence of a preceding voiceless 
consonant, k, in the former case, of a voiced consonant, 
g, in the latter. This mechanical alternation is objec- 
tively the same as that between the noun hQuse and the 
verb to house. In the latter case, however, it has an im- 
portant grammatical function, that of transforming a 
noun into a verb. The two alternations belong, then, to 
entirely different psychological categories. Only the 
latter is a true illustration of consonantal modification 
as a grammatical process. 

The simplest, at least the most economical, method of 
conveying some sort of grammatical notion is to juxta- 
pose two or more words in a definite sequence without 
making any attempt by inherent modification of these 
words to establish a connection between them. Let ufl 
J^ut clown two simple English wotia a.\ naadom, sajCa 
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sing praise. This conveys no finished thought in, Eng- 
lish, nor does it clearly establish a relation between the 
idea, of singing and that of praising. Nevertheless, it 
is psyehoiogieally impossible to hear or see the two words 
juxtaposed without straining to give them some measure 
of coherent significance. The attempt is not likely to 
yield an entirely satisfactory result, but what is signifi- 
cant is that aa soon as two or more radical concepts are . 
put before the humaji mind in immediate sequence it 
Bt rives to bind them together with connecting values of 
some sort. In the ease of sing praise different individ- 
uals are likely to arrive at different provisional results. 
Some of the latent possibilities of the juxtaposition, 
expressed in currently satisfying form, are : sing praise 
{to him)! or singing praise, praise expressed in a song 
or to sing and praise or one who sings a song of praise 
(compare such English compounds as killjoy, i.e., one 
who kills joy) or he sings a song of praise {to him). The 
theoretical possibilities in the way of rounding out these 
two concepts into a significant group of concepts or 
even into a finished thought are bidefinitely numerous, 
None of them will quite work in English, but there are ^ 
numerous languages where one or other of these amplify- 
ing processes is habitual. It depends entirely on the 
genius of the particular language what function is in- 
herently involved in a given sequence of words. 

Some languages, like Latin, express practically all 
relatiOTis by moans of modifications within the body of 
the word itself. In these, sequence is apt to be a rheto- 
rical rather than a strictly grammatical principle. 
Whether I say in Latin kominem femina vidct or femina 
hominem videt or hominem videt fcmina or videt femina 
'hominem makes little or no difference beyond, ^twKtoV^, 
a rhetorical or'stylistie one. The ujomcin. sees "Cm, wau" 
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is the identical significance of each of these sentences. 
In Chinook, an Indian language of the Columbia River, 
one can be equally free, for the relation between the verb 
and the two nouns is as inherently fixed as in Latin. 
The difference between the two languages 18 that, while 
Latin allows the nouns to establish their relation to 
each other and to the verb, Chinook lays the formal 
burden entirely on the verb, the full content of which 
is more or less adequately rendered by she-him-sees. 
Eliminate the Latin case siiffixes (-a and -em) and the 
Chinook pronominal prefixes {ske-kim-) and we cannot 
afford to be so indifferent to our word order. We need 
to husband our resources. In other words, word order 
takes on a real functional value. Latin and Chinook 
are at one extreme. Such languages as Chinese, Siam- 
ese, and Annamite, in which each and every word, if it 
is to function properly, falls into its assigned place, are 
at the other extreme. But the majority of languages 
fall between these two extremes. In English, for in- 
stance, it may make little grammatical difference whether 
I say yesterday the man saw the dog or the man saw the 
dog yesterday, but it is not a matter of indifference 
whether I say yesterday the man saw the dog or yester- 
day the dog saw the man or whether I say Ae is here or 
is he here? In the one ease, of the latter group of ex- 
amples, the vital distinction of subject and object de- 
pends entirely on the placing of certain 'words of the 
aentenee, in the latter a slight difference of sequence 
makes all the difference between statement and ques- 
tion. It goes without saying that in these cases the Eng- 
I lish principle of word order is as potent a means of 
I expression as is the Latin use of ease suffixes or of an in- 
l terrocative particle. There is here no question of fune- 
tioaa} poverty, but of formal economj. ^ 
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j We have already seen something of the process of 

ieomposition, the uniting into a single word of two or 

Staore radical elements. Psychologically this proccBS ia 

dosely allied to that of word order in so far as the 

relation between the elements is implied, not explicitly 

stated. It differs from the mere juxtaposition of words 

in the sentence in that the compounded elements are felt 

U constituting but parts of a single word-organism. Such 

languages as Chinese and English, in which the principle 

ht rigid sequence is well developed, tend not infrequently 

UBO to the development of compound words. It is but 

k step from such a Chinese word sequence as jin tak 

rman virtue," i.e., "the virtue of men," to such more 

Bonventionalized and psychologically unified juxtaposi- 

iioDS as t'ien tsz "heaven son," i.e., "emperor," or 

pkut fu "water man," i.e., "water carrier," In the 

Ifttter caae we may as well frankly write skui-fu as a 

nngle word, the meaning of the compound as a whole 

leing as divergent from the precise etymological val- 

m of its component elements as is that of our English 

ford typewriter from the merely combined values of 

jfpe and writer. In English the unity of the word 

fpewriter is further safeguarded by a predominant ae- 

Bnt on the first syllable and by the possibility of adding 

Bch a sufRsed element as the plural -s to the whole 

rord. Chinese also unifies its compounds by means of 

■trcBS. However, then, in its ultimate origins the pro- 

BBs of composition may go back to typical sequences of 

rords in the sentence, it is now, for the most part, a 

peeialized method of expressing relations. French has 

rigid a word order as English but does not possess 

nything like its power of compounding words into more 

implex units. On the other hand, classical Greek, m 

)ite of its relative freedom in tb,e pVacm^ ol vjcx&a. 
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haa a very considerable bent for the formation of com- 
pound terms. 

It is curious to observe how greatly tankages differ 
in their ability to make use of the process of composi- 
; tion. One would have thought on general principles 
I that so simple a device as gives ub our typewriter and 
blackbird and hosts of other words would be an all but 
universal grammatical process. Such is not the ease. 
There are a great many languages, like Eskimo and 
Nootka and, aside from paltry exceptions, the Semitic 
languages, that cannot c ompound radical elements. 
What is even stfSHgcr is the fact that many 'of these 
languages are not in the least averse to complex word- 
formations, but may on the contrary effect a synthesis 
tliat far surpasses the utmost that Greek and Sanskrit 
are capable of. Such a Nootka word, for instance, as 
"when, as they say, he had been absent for four days" 
mi^ht be expected to embody at least three radical ele- 
ments corresponding to the concepts of "absent," 
"four," and "day." As a matter of fact the Nootka 
word is utterly incapable of composition in our sense. 
It ia invariably built up out of a single radical element 
and a greater or less niunbcr of suffixed elements, some 
of which may have as concrete -a significance as the 
radical element itself. In the particular case we have 
cited the radical element conveys the idea of "four," 
the notions of "day" and "absent" being expressed by 
sulRxes that are as inseparable from the radical nucleus 
of the word as is an English element like -er from the 
sitig or Jiuni of such words as singer and hunter. The 
tendency to word synthesis is, then, by no means the 
same thing as the tendency to compounding radical ele- 
ments, though the latter is not infrequently a ready 
lesos for the sjTithetie tendency \o -wOTk with, -^ 
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ITiere is a bewildering variety of types of composi- 
tion. These types vary aeeordiiig to function, the 
nature of the compounded elements, and order. In a 
great many languages composition is confined to what 
we may call the delimiting function, that is, of the 
two or more compounded elements one is given a more 
precisely qualified significance by the others, which eou- 
tribute nothing to the foipial build of the sentence. In J 
English, for instance, such compounded elements as red 1 
in redcoat or over in overlook merely modify the signifi- 1 
cance of the dominant coat or look without in any way 
sharing, as such, in the predication that is expressed by 
the sentence. Some languages, however, such as Iro- 
QQois and Nahuatl,' employ the method of composition 
for much heavier work than this. In Iroquois, for in- 
stance, the composition of a noun, in its radical form, . 
with a following verb is a typical method of expressing J 
case relations, particularly of the subject or object. I- I 
meat-eat, for instance, is the regular Iroquois method ' 
of expressing the sentence / am eating meat. In other 
languages similar forms may express local or instru- 
mental or still other relations. Such English forms as 
JcUljoy and marplot also illustrate the compounding of 
a verb and a noun, but the resulting word has a strictly 
nominal, not a verbal, function. We cannot say hs 
marplots. Some languages allow the composition of all 
or nearly all types of elements, Paiute, for instance, 
may compound noun with noun, adjective with noun, 
verb with noun to make a noun, noun with verb to make 
a verb, adverb with verb, verb with verb. Yana, an 
Indian language of California, can freely compound noun 
with noun and verb with noun, but not verb with verb. 

[_ <The language of the Aatecs, gtill Bpokea to \«Ba ^.tX* A 
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On the other hand, Iroqnois can compound only noun 
with verb, never noun and noun as in English or verh 
and verb as in so many other languages. Finally, each 
language has its characteristic types of order of com- 
position. In English the qualifying element regularly 
precedes; in certain other languages it follows. Some- 
times both tj-pes are used in the same language, as in 
Tana, where "beef" is "bitter-venison" but "deer- 
liver" is expressed by "liver-deer." The compounded 
object of a verb precedes the verbal element in Paiute, 
Nahuatl, and Iroquois, follows it in Yana, Tsimshian,' 
and the Algonkin languages. 
\ Of all grammatical processes affixing is incomparably 
I the most frequently employed. There arc languages, 
like Chinese and Siamese, that make no grammatical use 
of elements that do not at the same time possess an 
independent value as radical elements, but such lan- 
guages are uncommon. Of the three types of affising— 
the use of prefixes, suffixes, and infixes — suffixing is 
much the commonest. Indeed, it is a fair guess that 
suffixes do more of the formative work of language 
than all other methods combined. It is worth noting 
that there are not a few affixing languages that make 
absolutely no use of prefixed elements hut possess a 
complex apparatus of suffixes. Such are Turkish, Hot- 
tentot, Eskimo, Nootka, and Yana. Some of these, like 
the three last mentioned, have hundreds of suffixed ele- 
ments, many of them of a concreteness of significance 
that would demand expression in the vast majority 
of languages by means of radical elements. The reverse 
case, the use of prefixed elements to the complete exclu- 
sion of suffixes, is far less common. A good example is 
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Khmer (or Cambodgian). spoken in French Cochin- 
China, though even here there are obscure traces of old 
suffixes that have ceased to function s& such and are now 
felt to form part of the radical element. 

A considerable majority of known languages are 
prefixing and suEflxing at one and the same time, 
bat the relative importance of the two groups of affixed 
elements naturally varies enormously. la some lan- 
guages, such aa Latin and Russian, the suffixes alone re- 
late the word to the rest of tlie sentence, the prefixes be- 
ing confined to the expression of such ideas as delimit 
the concrete significance of the radical element without 
influencing its bearing in the proposition. A Latin form 
lite remittebantur "they were being sent back" may 
serve as an illustration of this type of distribution of 
elements. The prefixed element re- "back" merely qual- 
ifies to a certain extent the inherent significance of the 
radical element mitt- "send," while the suffixes -eba-, 
-nt-, and -ur convey the less concrete, more strictly for- 
mal, notions of time, person, plurality, and passivity. 

On the otber hand, there are languages, like the 
Bantu group of Africa or the Athabaskan languages^ 
of North America, in which the grammatically signifi- 
cant elements precede, those that follow the radical ele- 
ment forming a relatively dispensable class. The Hupa 
■word te-s-e-ya-te "I will go," for example, consists of a 
i^adical element -ya- "to go," three essential prefixes and 
a formally subsidiary suffix. The element te- indicates 
that the act takes place here and there in space or con- 
tiiiiioualy over space ; practically, it has no clear-cut sig- 
nificance apart from such verb stems as it is customary 
to connect it with. The second prefixed element, -s-, is 

a Navaho, Apache, Ho^^, CunVi, 
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even lev tamj to define. All we can aay is tiiat i 
aKd in Teri) fonm of "definite" time and that it maifa 
setioit as in progre^ rather than as beginning or coming 
to an end. The third prefix, -e-, is a pronominal ele- 
ment, "I," which can be osed only in "definite" tenses. 
It is highly important to onderstand that the ase of -e- 
is conditional on that of -(- or of certain alternative pre- 
fixes and that te- also is in practice linked with -s-. The 
group te-j-e-ya is a firmly knit grammatical unit. The 
suffix -te, which indicates the fature, is no more necessary 
to its formal balance than is the prefixed re- of the Latin 
word; it is not an element that is capable of standing 
alone bnt its function is materially delimiting rather 
than strictly formal." 

It is not always, however, that we can clearly set off 
the suffixes of a language as a group against its pre- 
fixes. In probably the majority of languages that use 
both types of afSxes each group has both delimiting and 
formal or relational functions. The most that we can 

I nay is that a language tends to express similar functions 
in either the one or the other manner. If a certain 
verb expresses a certain tense by suffixing, the probability 
is strong that it expresses its other tenses in an analogous 
fashion an<l that, indeed, all verbs have suffixed tense ele- 
iticutK. Similarly, we normally expect to find the pro- 
nominal elements, so far as they are included in the 
verb at all, cither consistently prefixed or suffixed. Bat 

• Thin \m\y upcm eurprJBinjt to an English render. We generally 
think of time UH a function that is appropriatelj expressed 
In 9. j>ur«ly rorrnal munacr. This notion is due to the bias 
timt lintin iiTHinnmr has given us. As a matter of fact the 
KnKlliiU tiiturii (/ thaU go) is not espressed by afflxiiig at 
111! ; niiiriHJviir. it may be expressed by the present, as in to-marrov) 
t Inii-r Ihit place. wherB the temporal function is inherent in the 
llulrpi-uilpiit adverb. Tbough in legser degree, the Hupa -(e is aa 
Irn'i'vlaiit In (lie vital wora as is to-morrow to the grammatkal 
"/mP" ot / have. 
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these rules are far from absolute. We have already 
seen that Hebrew prefixes its pronominal elements in 
certain eases, sufSxes them in others. In Chimariko, an 
Indian language of California, the position of the pro- 
nominal affixes depends on the verb ; they are prefixed 
for certain verbs, suffixed for others. 

It will not be necessary to give many further examples 
of prefixing and suffixing. One of each category will 
suffice to illustrate their formative possibilities. The 
idea expressed in English by the sentence I came to give 
it to her is rendered in Chinook ^ by i-ti-i-a-l-u-d-am. 
This word — and it is a thoroughly unified word with a 
clear-eut accent on the first a — consists of a radical ele- 
ment, -d- "to give," six functionally distinct, if phoneti- 
cally frail, prefixed elements, and a suffix. Of the pre- 
fixes, t- indicates recently past time; n-, the pronominal 
subject "I"; -t-, the pronominal object "it";' -a-, the 
itecond pronominal object "her"; -l-, a prepositional ele- 
ment indicating that the preceding pronominal prefix 
is to be understood as an indirect object {-her-to-, i.e., 
"to her") ; and -u-, an element that it is not easy to 
define satisfactorily but which, on the whole, indicates 
movement away from the speaker. The suffixed -am 
modifies the verbal content in a local sense; it adds to 
the notion conveyed by the radical element that of "ar- 
riving" or "going (or coming) for that particular pur- 
pose." It is obvious that in Chinook, as in Hupa, the 
greater part of the grammatical machinery resides in the 
prefixes rather than in the suffixes. 

A reverse case, one in which the grammatically signifi- 
cant elements cluster, as in Latin, at the end of the word 

' Wishrain dialect. 

■ Beallj "hun," but Chinook, like Latin or French, poeaeeaeft 
, gramnuitical gender. An object may he reletted to aa '" " " " -"^ - " 
or "it," according to the ciarscteriBtic form ot via tio\ 



I 

I 



I 
I 



74 LANGUAGK 

is yielded by Fox, one of the better known Algonkin Ian- 
^ages of the Mississippi Valley. We may take the form 
eh-kiii!i-n'a-m-o1it-ati-wa-ch{i) "then they together kept 
(him) in Sight from them." The radical element here 
is kiwi-r a verb stem indicating the general notion of 
"indefinite movement round about, here and there." 
The prefixed element ek- is hardly more than an ad- 
verbial particle indicating temporal subordination ; it 
may be conveniently rendered as "then." Of the seven 
suffixes included in this highly-wrought word, -ti- seems 
to be merely a phonetic element serving to connect the 
verb stem with the following -a-;" -a- is a "secondary 
stem"" denoting the idea of "flight, to flee"; -m- de- 
notes causality with reference to an animate object;" 
-o(Tit)- indicates activity done for the subject (the bo- 
called "middle" or "medio-passive" voice of Greek); 
-(a)ti- is a reciprocal element, "one another"; -wa-ch{i) 
is the third person animate plural (-wo-, plural; -dki, 
more properly personal) of so-called "conjunctive" 
forms. The word may be translated more literally (and 
yet only approximately as to grammatical feeling) as 
"then they (animate) caused some animate being to 
wander about in flight from one another of themselves." 
Eskimo, Nootka, Yana, and other languages have simi- 
larly complex arrays of snffixed elements, though the 

BThU analyHiB Ss doubtful. It ia likely that -n- pOBBeBsea a 
function that still remains to be aseertained. The Algonkin Ian- 
miagea are umjBually pomplex and preeent i any unsolved prob- 
lems of detail. 

"1 "Secondary Btflmg" are elements which are suffixea from i 
fornitti point of view, never appearing without the support of a 
true raairal element, but whose function is as concrete, to all 
infpnfs and purposes, as that of the radical element itself. See- 
otidary verb stema of tbis type are characteristic of the Algonkin 
laniruaEeH and of Yana. 

>i In the Al^foVin InnfniflEPS all T>erBons and thin<ra are con- 
cpi'vod of BS ejlher animate OT iTianmnte, \ust as in Latin or 
German tbcy are conceived of aa ma^cviWne, tcTaiTime, qt Ti.t?ii\!«, 
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fnnctions performed by them and their principles of 
combination diifer widely. 

We have reserved the very carious type of af- 
fixation known as "infixing" for separate illuatra- 
tion. It is utterly unknown in English, unless we 
consider the -n- of stand (contrast stood) as 
fixed element. The earlier Indo-European languages, 
Buch as Latin, Qreek and Sanskrit, made a fairly 
considerable use of infixed nasals to differentiate the 
present tense of a certain class of verbs from other forma 
(contrast Latin vinc-o "I conquer" with vic-i "X con- 
quered"; Greek lamb-oTi^ "I take" with e-lab-on "1 
took"). There are, however, more striking examples of 
the process, examples in which it has assumed a more 
clearly defined function than in these Latin and Greek 
cades. It is particularly prevalent in many languages of 
Boutheastem Asia and of the Malay archipelago. Good 
examples from Khmer (Cambodgian) are tmeu "one 
who walks" and daneu "walking" (verbal noun), both 
derived from den "to walk." Further examples may be 
quoted from Bontoc Igorot, a Filipino language. Thus, 
infixed -in- conveys the idea of the product of an 
accomplished action, e.g., kayu "wood," kinayu "gath- 
ered wood," Infixes are also freely used in the Bontoc 
Igorot verb. Thus, an infixed -um- is characteristic of 
many intransitive verbs with personal pronominal sof- 
fizes, e.g., sod- "to wait," sumid-ak "I wait"; kineg 
"silent," ktiminek-ak "I am silent." In other verbs 
it indicates futurity, e,g., tengao- "to celebrate a holi- 
day," tumengao-ak "I shall have a holiday." The past 
tense is frequently indicated by an infixed -in-; if there 
is already an infixed -um^, the two elements combine to 
-m-m-, e.g., kinminek-ak "I am silent." Oliv\«oaV3 "CRfc 
infixinjT procesB has in this (and relatea,") Vaa^'a.^t* **»■ 
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ume TitalHf tliat U ponecsed bf the commoner prefixes 
aad suflix«» of other Uiigaag«& The process ia also 
found in a number of aboriginal American languages. 
The Vana piarut is ttometimes formed by an infixed ele- 
ment, e.g., k'uruwi "medicine-men," k'uwi "mediciiie- 
mao" ; in Chinook an infixed -I- is osed in certun verbs 
to indicate repeated activity, e.g., ksik'luddk "she keeps 
looking at him," iknik'lutk "she looked at him" (radical 
eli^nient -tk). A peculiarly interesting type of infixatiou 
IH found in the Siouan langaages, in which certain verbs 
inmert the pronominal elements into the very body of the 
radical element, e.g., Sioux ckcti "to build a fire," 
chewati "1 boild a fire"; xhuta "to miss," shuutita-pi 
"wc miss." 

IA subsidiary but by no means unimportant grammati- 
cal process is that of internal vocalic or consonantal 
change. In some languages, as in English (sing, sang, 
sun(/, song; goose, geese), the former of these has be- 
come one of the major methods of indicating fundamental 
changes of grammatical function. At any rate, the proe- 
C8« is alive enough to lead our children into untrodden 
ways. We all know of the growing youngster who 
speaks of having hrung something, on the analogy of 
sucli forms as sung and flung. In Hebrew, as we have 
seen, vocalic change is of even greater significance 
than in English. What is true of Hebrew is of course 
true of all other Semitic languages, A few examples 
of so-called "broken" plurals from Arabic'^ wUl sup- 
plement the Hebrew verb forms that I have given in 
another connection. The noun halad "place" has the 
plural form b Had;" gild "hide" forms the plural gtUud; 

l»Thero »» chAng«B ol ftccent and vocalic <]uantit7 in Oie» 
*~M M well, but tbe requiramenta of simplicity force na b> 
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agU "man," the plural rigal; shibiak "window," the 
ilural shababik. Very similar phenomena are illus- 
Irated by the Hamitie languages of Northern Africa, 
fe.g., Shilh " izbil "hair," plural isbel; a-slem "fish," 
flural t-siim-CTi; sn "to know," sen "to be knowing"; 
itmi "to become tired," rumni "to be tired"; ttsa" "to 
4all asleep," ttoss "to sleep." Strikingly similar to 
Snglisb and Greek alternations of the type sing — sang 
and leip-o "I leave," leloip-a "1 have left," are such 
Somali" eases as al "I am," il "I was"; i-ddh-a "I 
■ay," i-di "I said," deh "say!" 

Vocalic change is of great significance also in a num- 
ber of American Indian languages. In the Athabaakau 
group many verbs change the quality or quantity of 
tiie vowel of the radical element as it changes its tense 
: mode. The Navalio verb for "I put (grain) into a 
iceptaele" is bi-Jii-sk-jt., in which -ja is the radical 
element ; the past tense, bi-hi-ja', has a long o-vowel, f ol- 
bwed by the "glottal stop"; " the future is bi-h-de-sk-ji 
Kith complete change of vowel. In other types of 
Tavaho verbs the vocalic changes follow different lines, 
l,g., ydh-a-iii-ye "you carry (a pack) into (a stable)"; 
It, yah-i-ni-yin (with long i in -yi»; -n is here used to 
tidicate nasalization) ; future, yal\,-a-di-yeM (with long 
i). In another Indian language, Yokuts," vocalic modi- 
leations affect both noun and verb forms. Thus, 
^Uchong "son" forms the plural bochang-i (contrast the 
abjective buchong-a) ; enasJi "grandfather," the plural 
inash^a; the verb engtyim "to sleep" forms the continu- 

A Berber language of Morocco. 
^--Some of the Burlier languages allow conaon&ubil combina- 
ionB thEit Beem us pronounceable to us. 

One of the Hamitie languages of eastern Africa. 

Bee page 49. 

Spoken in the Houth-central part o! CaUioiina. 
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ative ingetym-ad " to be sleeping" and the past inget% 
ask. 

Consonantal change as a functional process is prob- 
ably far less common than vocalic modifications, but 
it is not exactly rare. There is an interesting group 
of cases in English, certain nouns and corresponding 
verbs differing solely in that the final consonant is 
voiceless or voiced. Examples are wreatJi (with th as 
in think), but to wreathe (with th as in then); house, 
but to house (with s pronounced like z). That we have 
a distinct feeling for the interchange as a means of dis- 
tinguishing the noun from the verb is indicated by the 
extension of the principle by many Americans to such 
a noun as rise (e.g., the rise of democracy) — pronounced 
like rice — in contrast to the verb to rise (s like z). 

In the Celtic languages the initial consonants undergo 
several types of change according to the grammatical 
relation that subsists between the word itself and the 
preceding word. Thus, in modern Irish, a word like 
bo "ox" may under the appropriate circumstances, take 
the forms bJto (pronounce wo) or mo (e.g., an bo "the 
ox," as a subject, but tir na mo "land of the oxen," 
as a possessive plural). In the verb the principle has as 
one of its most striking consequences the "aspiration" 
of initial consonants in the past tenre. If a verb be- 
gins with t, say, it changes the t to th (now pronounced 
h) in forms of the past; if it begins with g, the conso- 
nant changes, in analogous forma, to gJi (pronounced 
like a voiced spirant^" g or like y, according to the 
nature of the following vowel). In modern Irish 
the principle of consonantal change, which began in 
the oldest period of the language as a secondary conse- 
quence of certain phonetic conditions, has become one 
" See page BO. J 
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of the primary grammatical processes of the language. 
Perhaps as remarkable as these Irish phenomena are 
the consonantal interchanges of Ful, an African lan- 
guage of the Soudan. Ilere we find that all nouns be- 
longing to the personal class form the plural by chang- 
ing their initial g, j, d, b, k, ch, and p io y (or w), y, r, 
w, h, s and / respectively; e.g., jim-o "companion," 
yim-'be "companions"; pio-o "beater," fio-'be "beat- 
era." Curiously enough, nouns that belong to the class 
of things form their singular and plural in exactly re- 
verse fa.shion, e.g., yola-re "grass-grown place," jola-je 
"grass-grown places"; fitan-du "soul," pital-i "souls." 
In Nootka, to refer to but one other language in which 
the process is found, the t or tl "° of many verbal suf- 
. fixes becomes hi in forma denoting repetition, e.g., 
ftrta-'afo "to fall out," hita^'abl "to beep falling out"; 
ntat-ackisht-utl "to fly on to the water," mat-achisJit-ohl 
"to keep flying on to the water." Further, the ftJ of 
certain elements changes to a peculiar A-sound in plural 
forms, e.g., yak-ohl "sore-faced," yak-oh "sore-faced 
(people)." 

Nothing is more natural than the prevalence of ri 
duplication, in other words, the repetition of all or parti 
of the radical element. The process is generally 
ployed, with self-evident symbolism, to indicate such 
concepts as distribution, plurality, repetition, customary 
activity, increase of size, added intensity, continuance. 
Even in English it is not unknown, though it is not gen- 
erally accounted one of the typical formative devices of 
onr language. Such words as goody-goody and to pooh- 
pooh have become accepted as part of our normal vocabu- 
lary, but the method of duplication may on oceasion be 
used more freely than is indicated by fexuit ?Xfc^e.<iV'^iti. 
'« These orthographies are but makeahilta toT avmtiXt aciiXBi*. 
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examples. Sach locutions ha a big hig man or Let it 
cool till it's thick thick are far more common, especially 
in the speech of women and children, than oar linguistic 
text-books would lead one to suppose. In a class by 
themselves sie the really enormous number of words, 
many of them sound-imitative or contemptuous in psy- 
chological tone, that consist of duplications with either 
change of the vowel or change of the initial consonant — 
words of the type sing-song, riff-raff, wishy-washy, 
Jiarumrskwrum, roly-poly. Words of this type are all 
but universaL Such examples as the Russian Chudo- 
Yudo (a dragon), the Chinese ping-pang "rattling of 
rain on the roof,"*' the Tibetan kyang-kyong "lazy," 
and the Manchu porpon parpan "blear-eyed" are curi- 
ously reminiscent, both in form and in psychology, of 
words nearer home. But it can hardly be said that 
the duplicative process is of a distinctively grammatical 
significance in English. We must turn to other lan- 
guages for illustration. Such cases as Hottentot go-go 
"to look at carefully" {from go "to see"), Somali fen- 
fen "to gnaw at on all sides" (from fen "to gnaw at"), 
Chinook iwi iwi "to look about carefully, to examine" 
(from iwi "to appear"), or Taimshian am'am "several 
(are) good" (from am. "good") do not depart from 
the natural and fundamental range of significance of 
the process. A more abstract function is illustrated in 
Ewe," iJi which both infinitives and verbal adjectives are 
formed from verbs by duplication; e.g., yi "to go," yiyi 
"to go, act of going"; wo "to do," wowo" "done"; 
mawomjjwo "not to do" (with both duplicated verb 
stem and duplicated negative particle). Causative du- 

»i Whence our piitg-ptrng. 
>i All Arrictin lanfruagi! of the OuiBea Coast. 
"In the virtnl ndjectire the too* of the aeeoBd eyU&ble diff a» 
/row tbmt of the first '^^ 
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plications are characteristic of Hottentot, e.g., gam- ^^| 



gam^* "to cause to tell" (from gam "to tell"}. Or the 
process may be used to derive verbs from nouns, as in 
Hottentot khoe-kJioe "to talk Hottentot" (from Mioe-b 
"man, Hottentot"), or as in KwakiutI metmat "to eat 
clams" (radical element met- "clam"). 

The most characteristic examples of reduplication are 
Buch as repeat only part of the radical element. It would 
be possible to demonstrate the existence of a vast num- 
ber of formal types of such partial duplication, accord- 
ing to whether the process makes use of one or more of 
the radical consonants, preserves or weakens or altera 
the radical vowel, or affects the beginning, the middle, 
or the end of the radical element. The functions are 
even more exuberantly developed than with simple du- 
plication, though the basic notion, at least in origin, 
is nearly always one of repetition or continuance. Ex- 
amples illustrating this fundamental function can be 
quoted from all parts of the globe. Initially redupli- 
cating are, for instance, Shilh ggen "to be sleeping" 
(from g€n "to sleep") ; Ful pepeu-'do "liar" (i.e., "one 
■who always lies"), plural fefeu-'be (from fe.wa "to 
lie") ; BoDtoc Igorot anak "child," ananak "children"; 
kamu-ek "I hasten," kak^imu-ek "I hasten more"; 
Tsimshian gyad "person," gyigyad "people"; Naaa 
gyibayuk "to fly," gyigyihayuk "one who is flying." 
Psychologically comparable, but with the reduplication 
at the end, are Somali ur "body," plural urar; Hausa 
tuna "name," plural sunana-ki; Washo '" gusu "buf- 
falo," gustisu "buffaloes"; Takebna" himvd- "to talk 
to," Aimim-d- "to be accustomed to talk to." Even 
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M Initial "click" (see page 56. note 16) omitted. 
ts Ad Indian languagu of Nevada. 
><An Indian laDgimge of Oregon. 
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more commonly than simple daplieation, this partial 
duplication of the radical element has taken on in many 
languages functions that seem in no way related to 
the idea of increase. The beat known examples are 
probably the initial reduplication of our older Indo- 
European languages, which helps to form the perfect 
tense of many verbs (e.g., Sanskrit dadarsha "I have 
seen," Greek Uloipa "I have left," Latin tetigi "I have 
touched," Gothic lelot "I have let"). In Nootka re- 
duplication of the radical element is often employed in 
association with certain suffixes; e.g., hluck- "woman" 
forma MuMuck-'itukl "to dream of a woman," hlukluch- 
k'ok "resembling a woman." Psychologically similar 
to the Greek and Latin examples are many Takelma 
cases of verbs that exhibit two forms of the stem, one 
employed in the present or past, the other in the future 
and in certain modes and verbal derivatives. The for- 
mer has final reduplication, which is absent in the lat- 
ter; e.g., (il-yebeb-i'n "I show (or showed) to him," ai- 
lyeb-in "I shall show him." 

I We come now to the subtlest of all grammatical proe- 
■ esses, variations in accent, whether of stress or pitch. 
The chief difficulty in isolating accent as a functional 
process is that it is so often combined with alternations 
in vocalic quantity or quality or complicated by the 
presence of affixed elements that its grammatical value 
appears as a secondary rather than as a primary fear 
tare. In Greek, for instance, it is characteristic of true 
verbal forms that they throw the accent back as far as 
the general accentual rules will permit, while nouns may 
be more freely accented. There is thus a striking ac- 
centual difference between a verbal form like eluthemen 
"we were released," accented on the second syllable of 
tie word, and its participial derivative lutkeis "£««>■ 
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leased," aeeented on the last. The presence of the ehar- 
acteristie verbal elements e- and -men in the first case 
and of the nominal -s in the second tends to obscure the 
inherent value of the accentual alternation. This value 
comes out very neatly in such English doublets as to 
refund and a refund, to extract and an extract, to come 
down and a come down, to lack luster and lack-luster 
eyes, in which the difference between the verb and the 
noun is entirely a matter of changing stress. In the 
Athabaskan languages there are not infrequently sig- 
nificant alternations of accent, as in Navabo ta-di-gis 
"you wash yourself" {accented on the second syllable), 
ta-di-gis "he washes himself" (accented on the first),"' 
Pitch accent may be as functional as stress and is 
perhaps more often so. The mere fact, however, that 
pitch variations are phonetically essential to the lan- 
guage, as in Chinese {e.g., feng "wind" with a level 
tone, feng "to serve" with a falling tone) or as in classi- 
cal Greek (e.g., lah-on "having taken" with a simple 
or high tone on the suffixed participial -on, gunoAk-on ' ' of 
women" with a compound or falling tone on the case 
■ BufBx -an) does not aeeeasarily constitute a functional, 
or perhaps we had better say grammatical, use of pitch. 
In such eases the pitch is merely inherent in the radi- 
cal element or affix, as any vowel or consonant might 
be. It is different with such Chinese alternations as 
chung (level) "middle" and cJiung (falling) "to hit 
the middle"; mai (rising) "to buy" and mai (falling) 
"to sell"; pei (falling) "back" and pei (level) 
carry on the back." Examples of this type are not 
exactly common in Chinese and the language cannot be 
aaid to possess at present a definite feeling for tonal dif- 
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ferences aa eymbolic of the distinction between noon 

and verb. 

There are languages, however, in which sueh differ- 
ences are of the most fundamental grammatical impor- 
tance. They are particularly common in the Soudan. 
In Ewe, for instance, there are formed from subo "to 
serve" two reduplicated forms, an infinitive subosubo 
"to serve," with a low tone on the first two syllables 
and a high one on the last two, and an abjectival subo- 
subo "serving," in which ail the syllables have a high 
tone. Even more striking are eases furnished by Shil- 
luk, one of the languages of the headwaters of the Nile. 
The plural of the noun often differs in tone from the 
singular, e.g., yit (high) "ear" hot ytt (low) "ears," 
In the pronoun three forms may be distinguished by tone 
alone; e "he" baa a high tone and is subjective, -e"him" 
(e.g., a chtvol-e "he called him") has a low tone and is 
objective, -e "his" (e.g., tvod-e "his bouse") has a 
middle tone and is possessive. Prom the verbal ele- 
ment gwed- "to write" are formed givt-d-o " (he) 
writes" with a low tone, the passive gwet "(it was) 
written" with a falling tone, the imperative gwei 
"writel" with a rising tone, and the verbal noun gwet 
"writing" with a middle tone. In aboriginal America 
also pitch accent is known to occur as a grammatical 
process, A good example of such a pitch language ia 
Tlingit, spoken by the Indians of tlie southern coast 
of Alaska. In this language many verbs vary the tone 
of the radical element according to tense ; liun "to sell," 
sill "to hide," tin "to see," and numerous other radi- 
cal elements, if low-toned, refer to past time, if high- 
toned, to the future. Another tJTie of function is illus- 
trated by the Takelma forms Tiel "song," with falling 
pitch, but hel "sing!" with a riavn.% vt&ciAwii-, parallel 
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to these forms are sel (falling) "black paint/' sel (rid- 
ing) ''paint it!" All in all it is clear that pitch ac- 
cent, like stress and vocalic or consonantal modifications, 
is far less infrequently employed as a grammatical proc- 
ess than our own habits of speech would prepare us to 
believe probable. 




POHM IN LANGUAGE: GRAMMATICAL | 
CONCEPTS 

L We have seen that the single word expresses either 
1 a simple concept or a combination of concepts so inter- 
I related as to form a psychological noity. We have, fur- 
theniiore, briefly reviewed from a strictly formal stand- 
point the main processes that are used by all known 
languages to affect the fundamental concepts — those em- 
bodied in unanalyzable words or in the radical elements 
of words — by the modifying or formative influence 
subsidiary concepts. In this chapter we shall look 
little more closely into the nature of the world of co 
cepts, in so far as that world is reflected and systematized 
in linguistic structure. 

Let us begin with a simple sentence that involves va- 
rious kinds of concepts — (Tie farmer kUls the duckling. 
A rough and ready analysis discloses here the presence 
of three distinct and fundamental concepts that are 
brought into connection with each other in a number of 
ways. These three concepts are "farmer" (the subject 
of discourse), "kill" (defining the nature of the activity 
which the sentence informs us about), and "duckling" 
(another subject ^ of discourse that takes an important 
though somewhat passive part in this activity) . We can 
visualize the farmer and the duckling and we have also 
no difficulty in constructing an image of the ki l l i n g. 
^Not in ita technical aenae. 
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other words, the elements farmer, kill, and dAickling de- 
fine concepts of a concrete order. 

But a more careful linguistic analysis soon brings as 
to see that the two subjects of discourse, however simply 
we may visualize them, are not expressed quite as di- 
rectly, as immediately, as we feel them. A "farmer" 
in one sense a perfectly unified concept, in another lie 
"one who farms." The concept conveyed by the radi- 
cal element {farm-) is not one of personalitff at all but 
of an industrial activity (to farm), itself baaed on the 
-concept of a particular type of object {a farm). Simi- 
larly, the concept of duckling is at one remove from that 
vhicb is expressed by the radical element of the word, 
duck. This element, which may occur as an independ- 
ent word, refers to a whole class of animals, big and 
little, while duckling is limited in its application to the 
Joung of that class. The word farm&rhaa an"agentive" 
■affix -er that performs the function of indicating the 
that carries out a given activity, in this case that 
jof farming. It transforms the verb to farm into an 
■geutive noun precisely as it transforms the verbs to 
ting, to paint, to teach into the corresponding agentive 
)un8 singer, painter, teacher. The element -ling is not 
freely used, but its significance is obvious. It adds to 
le basic concept the notion of smallness (as also in 
fosling, fledgeling) or the somewhat related notion of 
■^contemptible" {as in weakling, princeling, hireling). 
The agentive -er and the diminutive -lin^ both convey 
jrly concrete ideap {roughly those of "doer" and "lit- 
b"), but the eoncreteness is not stressed. They do ' 
pt BO much define distinct concepts as mediate between 
loncepts. The -er of farmer does not quite say "one who 
[farms) " it merely indicates that the sort of person we 
lall a "farmer" is closely enough. aaaQ'i\8.\,ft3L "wVOti «> 
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Mvity on a farm to be conventionally thought of asi 
ways so occupied. He may, as a matter of fact, go to 
town and engage in any pursuit but farming, yet Us 
linguistic label remains "farmer." Language here be- 
trays a certain helplessness or, if one prefers, a stub- 
born tendency to look away from the immediately sug- 
gested function, trusting to the imagination and to usage 
to fill in the transitions of thought and the details of 
application that distinguish one concrete concept (to 
farm) from another "derived" one (farmer). It would 
be impossible for any language to express every con- 
crete idea by an independent word or radical element. 
The concretencss of experience is infinite, the resources 
of the richest language are strictly limited. It must per- 
force throw countless concepts under the rubric of cer- 
tain basic ones, using other concrete or semi-conerete 
ideas aa functional mediators. The ideas expressed by 
these mediating elements — they may be independent 
words, affixes, or modifications of the radical element — 
may be called "derivational" or "qualifying." Some 
concrete concepts, such as kill, are expressed radically; 
others, such as farmer and duckling, are expressed 
derivatively. Corresponding to these two modes of ex- 
pression we have two types of concepts and of linguistic 
elements, radical (farm, kill, duck) and derivational 
(-er, -ling). "When a word {or unified group of words) 
contains a derivational element (or word) the concrete 
significance of the radical element (farm; duck-) tends 
to fade from conseiouanesa and to yield to a new concrete- 
nesB {farmer, ducklivg) that is synthetic in expression 
rather than in thought. In our sentence the concepts 
of farm and duck are not really involved at all ; they are 
merely latent, for formal reasons, in the linguistic ex- 
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Returning to this sentence, we feel that the analysis 
irf farmer and duckling are practically irrelevant to an 
Sinderstandiug of its content and entirely irrelevant to 
a feeling for the structure of the sentence as a whole. 
From the standpoint of the sentence the derivational 
elements -er and -ling are merely details in the local 
economy of two of its terms {farmer, duckling) that it 
fcccepts as units of expression. This indifference of the 
lentence as such to some part of the analysis of its words 
[g shown by the fact that if we substitute such radical 
words as nuin and chick for farmer and dxickling, we 
obtain a new material content, it is truCj but not in the 
least a new atructui'al mold. We can go further and 
■ubstitute another activity for that of "killing," say 

taking," The new sentence, (Tie man takes the chich, 
to totally different from the first sentence in what it 
Bonveys, not in how it conveys it. We feel instinctively, , 
frithout the slightest attempt at conscious analysis, that 

le two sentences fit precisely the same pattern, that they 
ire really the same fundamental sentence, differing only 
'm their material trappings. In other words, they express 
Identical relational concepts in an identical manner. , 
rhe manner is here threefold— ^the use of an inherently 

ilational word [the) in analogous positions, the analo- 
50US sequence (subject; predicate, consisting of verb 

id object) of the concrete terms of the sentence, and 

le use of the suffixed elemenf -s in the verb. 
Change any of these features of the sentence and it 
becomes modified, slightly or seriously, in some purely 
relational, non-material regard. If the is omitted 

farmer kUls duckling, man iaftes chick), the sentence 
lecomes impossible; it falls into no recognized formal 
lattem and the two subjects of discourse fie^m. Vi \i«QS& 
tic(mip}ete}x in the void. We feel tUat ttiexe '\a "to •K'^iar 
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tion established between either of them and what ia 
already in the minds of the speaker and his auditor. 
As soon as a the is put before the two nouns, we feel 
relieved. We know that the farmer and duckling which 
the sentence tells us about are the same farmer and 
duckling that we had been talking about or hearing 
about or thinking about some time before. If I meet a 
man who Ls not looking at and knows nothing about the 
farmer in question, I am likely to be stared at for my 
pains if I announce to him that "the farmer [what 
farmert] kills the duckling [didn't know he had any, 
whoever he is]." If the fact nevertheless seems interest- 
ing enough to communicate, I should be compelled ta 
speak of "a farmer up my way" and of "a duckling of 
his." These little words, the and a, have the important 
function of establishing a definite or an indefinite 
reference. 

If I omit the first the and also leave oat the sitSixed 
-s, I obtain an entirely new set of relations. Farmer, 
kill the duckling implies that I am now speaking to the 
farmer, not merely about him ; further, that he is not 
actually killing the bird, but is being ordered by me 
to do BO. The subjective relation of the first sentence 
has become a vocative one, one of address, and the ac- 
tivity ia conceived in terms of command, not of state- 
ment. "We conclude, therefore, that if the farmer is to 
be merely talked about, the little (fie must go back into 
its place and the -s must not be removed. The latter 
element clearly defines, or rather helps to define, state- 
ment as contrasted with command. I find, moreover, 
that if I wish to speak of several farmers, I cannot say 
the farmers kills the dttckling, but must say the farmen 
kill the duckling. Evidently -s involves the notion of 
singularity in the subject, li ftie iw'ari. "-a siii^Mlar, the 
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■verb mast have a form to correspond; if the novm is 
plural, the verb has another, corresponding form.' Com- 
paxison with such forms as / kill and you kill shows, 
moreover, that the -s has exclusive reference to a per- 
son other than the speaker or the one spoken to. "We 
conclude, therefore, that it connotes a personal relation 
as well aa the notion of singularity. Ajid comparison 
with a sentence like the farmer killed the duckling indi- 
cates that there is implied in this overburdened -s a 
distinct reference to present time. Statement as such 
and personal reference may well be looked upon as in- 
herently relational concepts. Number is evidently felt 
by those who speak English as involving a necesBary re- 
lation, otherwise there would be no reason to espresB 
the concept twice, in the noun and in the verb. Time 
also is clearly felt as a relational concept; if it were 
not. we should be allowed to say the farmer killed-s to 
correspond to the farmer kills. Of the four concepts 
inextricably interwoven in the -s suffix, all are felt as 
relational, two necessarily so. The distinction between 
a truly relational concept and one that is so felt and 
treated, though it need not be in the nature of things, 
will receive further attention in a moment. 

Finally, I can radically disturb the relational cut of 
the sentence by changing the order of its elements. If 
the positions of former and kills are interchanged, 
the sentence reads kills the farmer the duckling, which 
is most naturally interpreted as an unusual but not nn- 
intelligible mode of asking the question, does the farmer 
IcHl the ducklingf In this new sentence the act is not 
conceived as necessarily taking place at all. It may 
or it may not be happeninp;, the implication being that 

*It is, of poufBG, an "accident" that -a denotea ^Vm^fi^ ^^bft 
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the tpeaker wishes to know the tmth of the matt«r and 
that the pereon spoken to is expected to give him the 
informatiun. The interrogative sentence possesses an 
entirely different "modality" from the declarative one 
and impliea a markedly different attitude of the speaker 
towards his companion. An even more striking change 
in pereonal relations is effected if we interchange the 
farmer and Ike duckling. The duckling kills the farmer 
involves precisely the same subjects of discourse and 
the same type of activity as our first sentence, but the 
r61e8 of these subjects of discourse are now reversed. 
The duckling has lumed, like the proverbial worm, or, to 
put it in grammatical terminology, what was "subject" 
is now "object," what was object is now subject. 

The following tabular statrment analyzes the sentence 
from the point of view of the concepts expressed in it 
and of the grammatical processes employed for their 
expression. 
L Concrete Concepts: 

1. rirst Hubjeet of discourse: farmer 

2. Second Bubjet^t of discourse: duckling 

3. Activity: kill 
BQitlyzable into; 

A. Radical Concepts: 

1. Verb: {to) far 

2. Noun : duck 

3. Verb : kill 

B. Derivational Concepts: 

1. Ageotive; expressed 

2, Diminutive: expressed by suffix -ling 
. Relational Concepts: 

Reference : 

1. Definitencss of reference to first subject of di»- 
course; expressed by first the, which has pro- 
posed position 
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2. Deflniteness of reference to smond subject of dis- 

conrse : eipresaed by second Ihe, which has pre- 
posed positioQ 
) Modality: 

3. Declarative: expressed by sequence of "subject" 

plus verb; and implied by suflised -s 
Personal relations: 

4. Subjectivity of farmer: expressed by position of 

farmer before kills; and by auJBsed -s 

5. Objectivity of duckling: expressed by position of 

duckling after kills 
• Number: 

6. Singularity of first subject of discourse ; ex- 

pressed by lack of plural suffix in farmer; and 
by suflis -s in following verb 

7. Singularity of second subject of discourse ; ex- 

pressed by lack of plural sufBx in duckling 
I Time: 

8. Present : expressed by lack of preterit suffix in 

verb; and by suffixed -s 

In this short scntenee of five words there are expressed, 
therefore, thir teen diatinct conc epts, of which three are 
radical and concrete, two derivational, and cigHt tera- 
lionai. j:*erhapg'thc mOBf nil iking TPHUlt of"the analysis 
18 a renewed realization of the curious lack of accord in | 
our language between function and form. The method 
of suffixing is used both for derivational and for rela- 
tional elements; independent words or radical elementa . 
express both concrete ideas (objects, activities, qualities) 
and relational ideas (articles like the and a; words defin- 
ing case relations, like of, to, for, with. h}j; words defin- 
ing local relations, like in, on, at) ; the same relational 
concept may be expressed more than wice (thus, the sin- 
gularity of farnwr is both negatively expressed in the 
noun and positively in the verb) ; aud ouft (\ftto.eiA 'csKi 
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convey a group of interwoTea concepts rather than one 
definite concept alone (thos the -s of kUls embodies no 
less than four logically independent relations). 

Our aaaly&b may seem a bit labored, bat only be- 
cause we are bo acctiatomed to oar own well-worn grooves 
of expression that they have come to be felt as inevitable. 
Yet destructive analysis of the familiar is the only 
method of approach to an understanding of fundamen- 
tally different modes of expression. When one has 
learned to feel what is fortuitous or Clo^cal or unbal- 
anced in the structure of his own language, he is already 
well on the way towards a sympathetic grasp of the 
expression of the various classes of concepts in alien 
types of speech. Not everything that is "outlandish" 
is intrinsically illogical or far-fetched. It is often pre- 
cisely the familiar that a wider perspective reveals as 
the curiously exceptional. Prom a tmr ely logical stand - 
point it is obvious that there is no inherent reason wH ^ 
the concepts expressed in our sentence should have bewi 
singled out, treated, and^ouped as they have b&en and 
not otherwise. The sentence is the outgrowth of his- 
to rieal and "f iinrf'fi''""'"^ pfiychnlfi^rif'iil fnrppn rnthpr 
than of a logic al synth esis of ele ments that ha ve b eea 
clearly 'gfaspeS in th ei rT n dl v i d u al ity . This is the case, 
to a greater or less degree, in all languages, though in 
the forms of many we find a more coherent, a more con- 
sistent, reflection than in our English forms of that un- 
conscious analysis into individual concepts which is 
never entirely absent from speech, however it may be 
complicated with or overlaid by the more irrational 
factors. 

A cursory examination of other languages, near and 
far, would soon show that some or all of the thirteen 
r oncepta thai our sentence happens to embody may uj^ 
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only be expressed in different form but that they may 
be differently grouped among themselves; that some 
among them may be dispensed with; and that other 
concepts, not considered worth expressing in English 
idiom, may be treated as absolutely indispensable to the 
intelligible rendering of the proposition. First as to 
a different method of handling such concepts as we have 
found expressed in the English sentence. If we turn 
to German, we find that in the equivalent sentence (Der 
Bauer totet das Entelein) the definiteness of reference 
expressed by the English the is unavoidably coupled with 
three other concepts — number (both der and das are ex- 
plicitly singular), case (der is subjective; das is sub- 
jective or objective, by elimination therefore objective)^ 
and gender, a new concept of the relational order that. 
is not in this case explicitly involved in English (der is 
masculine, das is neuter). Indeed, the chief burden 
of the expression of case, gender, and number is in the 
German sentence borne by the particles of reference 
rather than by the words that express the concrete con- 
cepts {Bauer, Entelein) to which these relational concepts 
ought logically to attach themselves. In the sphere of 
concrete concepts too it is worth noting that the German 
splits up the idea of "killing" into the basic concept of 
"dead" (tot) and the derivational one of "causing to 
do (or be) so and so" (by the method of vocalic change, 
tot-); the German tot-et (analytically f oi- -f-' vowel 
change + -f*) "causes to be dead" is, approximately, 
the formal equivalent of our dead-ev^s, though the idio 
matic application of this latter word is different.' 

Wandering still further afield, we may glance at the 



»"Td cauHe to be dead" or "to cause to die" in the sense 
"to kill" is an exreedingty wido-apicad luage. It is fonnil, 
infltance, also in Kootka and Sioux. 
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Yana method of expressioa. Literally translated, 
equivalent Yana sentence would read sometlimg like 
"kill-8 he farmer' he to duck-Ung," in which "he" and 
"to" are rather awkward Englinh renderings of a gen- 
eral third personal pronoun (he, she, it, or tkey) and an 
objective particle which indicates that the following 
noun is connected with the verb otherwise than as sub- 
ject. The suffixed element in "kill-s" corresponds to 
the Engliah sufGx with the important exceptions that it 
makes no reference to the number of the subject and 
that the statement ia known to be true, that it is vouched 
for by the speaker. Number is only indirectly expressed 
in the sentence in so far as there is no specific verb 
suffix indicating plurality of the subject nor specific 
plural elements in the two nouns. Had the statement 
been made on another's authority, a totally difEerent 
"tense-modal" suffix would have had to be used. The 
pronouns of reference ("he") imply nothing by them- 
selvus as to number, gender, or case. Gender, indeed, 
is completely absent in Yana as a relational category. 

The Yana sentence has already illustrated the point 
that certain of our supposedly essential concepts may 
be ignored; both the Yana and the German sentence 
illustrate the further point that certain concepts may 
need expression for which an English-speaking pSrson, 
or raTK?T-t!MJ Eugliali-spejAing habit, finds no neediiPhat- 
ever. One could go on and give endless examples of 
such deviations from English form, but we shall have 
to content ourselves with a few more indications. In 
the Chinese sentence "Man kill duck," which may be 
looked upon as the practical equivalent of "The man 

* Agriculture was not practiBed by the Yana. The verbal idea 

of "lo turm" would prolinlily be expreased in aome aiich ajnthetic 

/Manner as "to dig--earth" or "to grow-cauBe." There are euf- 

/Ixed clementa corri'sponding to -er and -ling. ^^ 
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kills the duek," there is by no means present for the ^H 
Chinese consciousness that childish, baiting, empty feel- 
ing which we experience in the literal English tranala- 
tioD. The three concrete concepts — two objects and an 
action — are each directly expressed by a monosyllabic 
word which is at the aame time a radical element; the 
two relational concepts — "subject" and "object" — are ^^ 
expressed solely by the position of the concrete words ^^^ 
before and after the word of action. And that is all. ^^M 
Ce&niteness or indefiniteness of reference, number, per^ ^H 
sonality as an inherent aspect of the verb, tense, not 
to speak of gender — all these are given no expression in 
the Chinese sentence, which, for all that, is a perfectly 
adequate communication^ — provided, of course, there is 
that context, that background of mutual understanding 
that is essential to the complete intelligibility of all 
speech. Nor does this qualification impair our argu- 
ment, for in the English sentence too we leave unex- 
pressed a large number of ideas which are either taken 
for granted or which have been developed or are about 
to be developed in the course of the conversation. Noth- 
ing has been said, for example, in the English, German, 
Tana, or Chinese sentence as to the place relations of 
the farmer, the duck, the speaker, and the listener. Are 
the farmer and the duck both visible or is one or the 
other invisible from the point of view of the speaker, 
and are both placed within the horizon of the speaker, 
the listener, or of some indefinite point of reference "off 
yonder"? In other words, to paraphrase awkwardly 
certain latent "demonstrative" ideas, does this farmer 
(invisible to us but standing behind a door not far 
away from me, you being seated yonder well out of 
reach) kill that duckling (which belongs to you) ? or 
does that farmer (who Uvea in ■yout ■ne\'£s^«^wi^ 
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whom we see over there) kill that duckling (that be- 
longs to him) t This type of demonstrative elaboration 
is foreign to our way of thinking, bat it would seem very 
natural, indeed unavoidable, to a Kwakiutl Indian. 

What, then, are thE absolutely essential concepts in 
speech, the concepts that must be expressed if language 
is to be a satisfactory means of communication t ''■ 
Clearly we must have, first of all, a large stock of basic 
or radical concepts, the concrete wherewithal of speech. 
We must have objects, actions, qualities to talk about, 
and these must have their corresponding symbols in 
independent words or in radical elements. No proposi- 
tion, however abstract its intent, is humanly possible 
without a tying on at one or more points to the con- 
crete world of sense. In every intelligible proptraition 
at least two of these radical ideas must be expressed, 
though in exceptional cases one or even both may be 
understood from the context. And, secondly, such re- 
lational concepts must be expressed as moor the concrete 
concepts to each other and construct a definite, funda- 
mental form of proposition. In this fundamental form 
there must be no doubt as to the nature of the rela- 
tions that obtain between the concrete concepts. We 
must know what concrete concept is directly or indi- 
rectly related to what other, and how. If we wish to 
talk of a thing and an action, we must know if they are 
coordinately related to each other (e.g., "He is fond of 
wine and gambling") ; or if the thing is conceived of as 
the starting point, the "doer" of the action, or, as it 
is customary to say, the "subject" of which the action 
is predicated ; or if, on the contrary, it is the end point, 
the "object" of the action. If I wish to communicate 
an intelligible idea about a farmer, a duckling, and 
He act of kJU'iDg, it ia not enough to state the lingi 
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symbols for these concrete ideas in any order, higgledy- 
piggledy, trusting that the hearer may construct some 
kind of a relational pattern out of the general probabili- 
ties of the ease. The fundamental syntactic relations 
must be unambiguously expressed. I can afford to be 
silent on the subject of time and place and number and 
of a host of other possible types of concepts, but I ean 
find no way of dodging the issue as to who is doing the 
killing. There is no known language that ean or does 
dodge it, any more than it succeeds in saying something 
without the use of symbols for the concrete concepts. 

We are thus once more reminded of the distinction' 
between essential or unavoidable relational concepts and 
the dispensable type. The former are universally ex- 
pressed, the latter are but sparsely developed in some 
languages, elaborated with a bewildering exuberance in 
others. But what prevents ua from throwing in these 
"dispensable" or "secondary" relational concepts with 
the large, floating group of derivational, qualifying con- 
cepts that we have already discussed? Is there, after 
all is said and done, a fundamental difference between 
a qualifying concept like the negative in uriJiealtliy and 
a relational one like the number concept in boolcsf If 
unhealthy may be roughly paraphrased as not health'}/, 
may not boolts be just as legitimately paraphrased, bar- 
ring the violence to English idiom, as several bookt 
There are, indeed, languages in which the plural, if ex- 
pressed at all, is conceived of in the same sober, re- 
stricted, one might almost say casual, spirit in which 
■we feel the negative in unhp.althy. For such languages 
the number concept has no syntactic significance what- 
ever, is not essentially conceived of as defining a rela- 
tion, but falls into the group of derivational or even 
of basic concepts. In English, howCTM, a& \n. "?^«ofiQ^ 
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Qerman, Latin, Greek — indeed in all the languages tb^^ 
we have most familiarity with — the idea of number is 
not merely appended to a given concept of a thing. It 
may have something of this merely qualifying value, but 
its force extends far beyond. It infects much else in 
the sentence, molding other concepts, even such as have 
no intelligible relation to number, into forms that are 
said to correspond to or "agree with" the basic concept 
to which it is attached in the first instance. If "a man 
falls" but "men fall" in English, it is not because of 
any inherent change that has taken place in the nature 
of the action or because the idea of plurality inherent 
in "men" must, in the very nature of ideas, relate itself 
also to the action performed by these men. What we are 
doing in these sentences is what most languages, in 
greater or less degree and in a hundred varying ways, 
are in the habit of doing— throwing a bold bridge be- 
tween the two basically distinct types of concept, the 
concrete and the abstractly relational, infecting the lat- 
fv ter, as it were, with the color and grossness of the for- 

\ mer. By a certain violence of metaphor the material 

I concept is forced to do duty for (or intertwine itself 
with) the strictly relational, 

I The case is even more obvious if we take gender as our 
text. In the two English phrases, "The white woman 
that comes" and "The white men that come," we are 
not reminded that gender, as well as number, may be 
elevated into a secondary relational concept. It would 
seem a little far-fetched to make of masculinity and 
femininity, crassly material, philosophically accidental 
concepts that they are, a means of relating quality and 
person, person and action, nor would it easily oecor 
io us, ii we had not studied the classics, that it was 

snj'tJiing but absurd to inject m\o t^o satV highly at- 



r 



FORM: GRjl-MMATICAL CONCEPTS lOl 

tenuated relational concepts. as are expressed by "the" 
and "that" the combined -notions of number and sex. 
Yet all this, and more, happens jn. Latin. Ilia alba 
femina quae veiiit and illi albi hoiTriaes qui veniunt, 
conceptually translated, amount to this: ifta(-one-femi- 
nine-doer " one-feniinine-w;7ttie-doer feminine-dotng-Qne- 
woman which ■ one • feminine - doer other '• one liOw.- 
come; and: (7ia(-several-maseuline-doer several -maaen- 
line-w'Aife-doer maBeuline-doing-several-wiaTi which-ser- 
eral-masculine-doer other-several-now-come. Each word 
involves no less than four concepts, a radical concept 
(either properly concrete — white, jnan, woman, come — 
or demonstrative — tliat, which) and three relational con- 
cepts, selected from the categories of case, number, gen- 
der, person, and tense. Logically, only ease' (the rela- 
tion of woman or men to a following verb, of which to 
its antecedent, of that and white to woman or men, and 
of which to come) imperatively demands expression, and 
that only in connection with the concepts directly af- 
fected (there is, for instance, no need to be informed 
that the whiteness is a doing or doer 's whiteness ' ) . The 

6 "Doer," not "done to." 
represent the "nominative" (subjective) in contraat t> 
Bative" (objective). 

T By "caBe" ia here meant not only the aubjective-objective rela- 
tion but also that of attribution. 

■ Except in so far as Latin uaea thie method as a rather awk- 
'ward, roundabout method of establishing the attriliution of the 
color to the particiUar object or person. In effect one cannot 
In Latin directly say that a person is white, merely that what ia 
'white is identical with the person who ia, acta, or ia acted upon 
in such and auch a manner. In orlKin the feel of the Latin ilia 
alba femina is really "that-one, the-white-one, (namely) the- 
woman" — three aubatantive ideas that are related to each other 
by a juxtaposition intended to convey an identity. English 
Knd Chinese expreas the attribution directly by means of order. 
In Latin the ilia and atba may occupy almoat SlKJ ^usilOyaii. yd. 'C&ni 
eanteuee. It ia important to obeeive that \.W s'io'i'SK.'wit Voth^ 
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other r>;Iatioual concepts arc either merely parasitic 
(gender throughout; rmnt)er in the demonstrative, the 
adjective, the relative, aiid the verb) or irrelevant to 
tlie essential eyiitautic form of the sentence (number 
in the douu; pei-son; tense). An intelligent and sensi- 
tive Chiriaoian, accustomed as he is to cut to the very 
hone of linguistic form, might well say of the Latin sen- 
/. ience, "How pedantically imaginative!" It must be 
difficult for him, when first confronted by the illogical 
complexities of our European languages, to feel at home 
in an attitude that so largely confounds the subject- 
matter of speech with its formal pattern or, to be more 
accurate, that turns certain fundamentally concrete con- 
cepts to such attenuated relational uses. 

I have exaggerated somewhat the concreteness of our 
subsidiary or rather non-syntaetical relational concepts 
in order that the essential facta might come out in bold 
relief. It goes without sajing that a Frenchman has no 
clear sex notion in his mind when he speaks of un arbre 
("a-maseuline tree") or of une pomme ("a-feminine 
apple"). Nor have we, despite the grammarians, a very 
vivid sense of the present as contrasted with all past 
and all future time when we say He comes." This ja 
evident from our use of the present to indicate both 
future time ("He comes to-morrow") and general ac- 
tivity unspecified as to time ("Whenever he comes, I 
am glad to see him," where "comes" refers to past oc- 

of ilia ftnd alba Hoes not truly define s relation nf these qualifying 
concepts to femina. Such a relation might be formally expressed 
tno Bn attrihiitive ease, snv thp D.«"ttive hrnm-,n of )pIi."(«i«m). 
In Tihelan both the methods of order n'-i of true case relHtion 
may be employed: iromon vhilt (i.e., "white "-oman"l or lehite-of 
tcoman (i.e., "woman of whiteness, woman who is white, iriiite 

'Aside. natuTttUy. from the We Bi\d imminence that i 
created for such a sentence by » pMt\e\il8.i cauWx^,. 
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correneea and possible future ones rather than to pres- 
ent activity). In both the French and English instances 
the primary ideas of sex and time have become diluted 
by form-analogy and by extensions into the relational 
sphere, the concepts ostensibly indicated being now so 
Tagcely delimited that it is rather the tyranny of usage 
than the need of their concrete expression that sways us 
in the selection of this or that form. If the thinning- 
oot process continues long enough, we may eventually 
te left with a system of forms on our hands from which 
all the color of life has vanished and which merely per- 
sist by inertia, duplicating each other's secondary, syn- 
tactic functions with endless prodigality. Hence, in 
part, the complex conjugational systems of so many 
languages, in which differences of form are attended by 
no assignable differences of function. There must have 
been a time, for instance, though it antedates our earliest 
documentary evidence, when the type of tense formation 
represented by drove or sank differed in meaning, in 
however slightly nuanced a degree, from the type 
(killed, worked) which has now become established in 
English as the prevailing preterit formation, very much 
Bs we recognize a valuable distinction at present between 
both these types and the "perfect" {has driven, has 
kiUed.) bat may have ceased to do so at some point in. 
the future.'" Now form lives longer than its own con- 
ceptual content. Both are ceaselessly changing, but, on 
the whole, the form tends to linger on when the spirit 
has flown or changed its being. "Irrational form, form 
for form's sake — however we term this tendency to hold 
im to formal distinctions once they have come to be — is 

10 This has Urgiely happened in popular French and German, L 
where the difference is BtylistJc rather IhaTv IuiviA^otoV, tWJ 
preterite are more literary or fonnal in tona ttiaa \iit ■^x\'»^"^ 
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as natural to the life of language as is the retenticm 
modes of conduct that have long outlived the meaning 
they once had, 

' There is another powerful tendency which makes for 
a formal elaboration that does not strictly correspond 
to clear-cut conceptual differences. This is the tend- 
j ency to construct schemes of claasifieation into which 
all the concepts of language must be fitted. Once we 
have made up our minds that all things are either 
definitely good or bad or definitely black or white, it 
lis difficult to get into the frame of mind that recog- 
vizes that any particular thing may be both good and 
bad (in other words, indifferent) or both black and 
white (in other words, gray), still more difficult to 
realize that the good-bad or black-white categories may 
not apply at all. Language is in many respects as un- 
reasonable and stubborn" about" "ifT classifica tTona ^Tl e 
such a misa: Tf~mtKt~iiave~ its "perfectly escluaive 
5)igeon-holes and-Tviil tolerate no flying vagrants. Any 
concept that asks for expression must submit to the 
elassificatory rules of the game, just as there are statisti- 
cal surveys in which even the most convinced atheist 
must perforce be labeled Catholic, Protestant, or Jew 
or get no hearing. In English we have made up our 
minds that all action must be conceived of in reference 
to three standard times. If, therefore, we desire to state 
a proposition that is as true to-morrow as it was yes- 
terday, we have to pretend that the present moment may 
be elongated fore and aft so as to take in all eternity." 
In French we know once for all that an object is mas- 
culine or feminine, whether it be living or not; just as 

" Hence, "the square root of 4 is 2," precisely as "my uncle is 
here nov/." There are many "primitive" languages that are more 
philoaophicaX and diatinguish between a, true "preaent" and a 
cuBtom&ry" or "general tenae, ^^h 
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dn many American and East AKiatic languages it must 
be understood to belong to a certain form-category (aay, 
ring-round, ball-round, long and slender, cylindrical, 
'sheet-like, in mass like sugar) before it can be enu- 
jjnerated {e,g., "two ball-ulass potatoes," "three Bheet- 
iislaaa carpets") or even said to "be" or "be handled io 
.a definite way" (thus, in the Athabaskan languages and 
in Yana, "to carry" or "throw" a pebble is quite an- 
other thing than to carry or throw a log, linguistically 
Jio less than in terms of muscular experience). Such 
instances might be multiplied at will. It is almost as 
though at some period in the past the unconscious mind 
of the race had made a hasty inventory of experience, 
committed itself to a premature classification that al- 
lowed of no revision, and saddled the inheritors of its 
language with a science that they no longer quite 
believed in nor had the strength to overthrow. Dogma, 
rigidly prescribed by tradition, stiffens into formalism. 
Linguistic categories make up a system of surviving' 
Sogma — dogma of the unconscious. They are often hutj 
lialf real as concepts ; their life tends ever to languishi 
^ay into form for form's sake. I 

There is still a third cause for the rise of this non- 
tfgnificaot form, or rather of non-significant differences \.l 
f form. This is the mechanical operation of phonetic 
irocesses, which may bring about formal distinctions 
yiat have not and never had a corresponding functional 
distinction. Much of the irregularity and general for- 
Inal complexity of our declensional and conjngational 
iystems is due to this process. The plural of hai is hatK. 
(he plural of self is selves. In the former case we have 
true -s symbolizing plurality, in the latter a ^-sound 
>up]ed with a change in the radical element of the word 
: / to V. Here we have not a ialling Vtift.'AVw qI lotwa 
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that originally stood for fairly distinct concepts — as we 
aaw viaa presumably the case with such parallel forms 
aa drove and worked — but a merely mechanical mani- 
folding of the same formal element without a corre- 
apoading growth of a new concept. This type of form 
development, therefore, while of the greatest interest 
for the general history of language, does not directly 
(ioneera ua now in our effort to understand the nature 
of grammatical concepts and their tendency to degen- 
erate into purely formal counters. 

We may now conveniently revise our first classifica- 
tion of concepts as expressed in language and surest 
the following scheme: 

I. Baste {Concrete) Concepts (such as objects, actions, 
qualities] : normally expressed by independent words 
or radical elements; involve no relation as sueh^' 
n. Derwatxonal Concepts (leas concrete, as a rule, than I, 
more so than III) : normally expresBed by affixing 
non-radical elements to radical elements or by inner 
modification of these; differ from type I in defining 
ideas that are irrelevant to the propositioti as a whole 
but that ^ve a radical element a particular increment 
of signiticance and that are thus inherently related in 
a speeifle way to concepts of type I " 

13 Except, of course, the fundamBntal splpetinn and contrast nec- 
essarily implied in defining one concipt us against another. 
"Man" and "white" posaess an inherent relation to "woman" 
and "black," but it is a relation oE conceptual content only and 
is of no direct interest to grannnar. 

" Thus, the -er of farmer may be defined as indicating that 
particular eubefantive concept (object or thing) that serves as 
the habitual subject of the particular verb to which it is affixed. 
This relation ot "subject" (a fartner farms) is inherent in and 
aperifle to the word; it does not exist for the sentence as a whole. 
In the same way the -ling of dnckting defines a specific relation 
o/ attribution that concerns only the radical element, not ths 
aeoleace. 
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.1 1 1, Concrete Selalional Concepts {Etill more abstract, yet 
not entirely devoid of a measure of conereteness) : 
normally expressed by affixing non-radical elements to 
radical elements, but generally at a ^eater remove 
from these than is the case with elements of type II, 
or by inner iziodifieation of radical elements; dilfer 
fundamentally from type II in indicating or implyingv 
relations that transcend the particular word to which A 
they are immediately attached, thus leading over to ,' - 

TV. Pure Relational Concepts (purely abstract) ; normally 
expressed by affixing non-radical elements to radical 
elements (in which case these concepts are frequently 
intertwined with those of type III) or by (heir inner 
modification, by independent words, or by position; 
serve to relate the concrete elements of the propofiitioQ / 
to each other, thus giving it definite syntactic form. 



The nature of these four elassea of concepts as regards 
their conereteness or their power to express syntactic 
relations may be thus symbolized : 

Material ( I. Basic Concepts 

Content } ^^- Derivational Concepts 

Selation J ^^^' Concrete Relational Concepts 

( rV. Pure Relational Concepts 
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I 
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These schemes must not be worshipped as fetiches. 
In the actual work of analysis difficult problems fre- 
quently arise and we may well be in doubt as to how 
to group a given set of concepts. This is particularly apt 
to be the case in exotic languages, where we may be 
quite sure of the analysis of the words in a sentence 
and yet not succeed in acquiring that inner "feel" of 
its structure that enables us to tell infallibly what is 
"material content" and what is " leVaWdii." CiOTifts^"^ _ 
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6f class I are essential to all speech, also concepts of 
class IV. Concepts II and III are both common, but not 
essential; particularly group III, which represents, in 
efifect, a psychological and formal confusion of types 11 
and IV or of types I and IV, is an avoidable class of 
concepts. Logically there is an impassable galf between 
I and IV, but the illogical, metaphorical genius of 
speech has wilfully spanned the gulf and set up a con- 
tinuous gamut of concepts and forms that leads imper- 
ceptibly from the crudest of materialities {"house" or 
"John Smith") to the moat subtle of relations. It is 
particularly significant that the unanalyzable inde- 
pendent word belongs in most cases to either group I or 
group rV, rather less commonly to II or III. It is 
possible for a concrete concept, represented by a 
simple word, to lose its material significance entirely 
and pass over directly into the relational sphere 
without at the same time losing its independence as a 
word. This happens, for instance, in Chinese and Cam- 
bodgian when the verb "give" is used in an abstract 
sense as a mere symbol of the "indirect objective" rela- 
tion (e.g., Cambodgian "We make story this give all 
that person who have child," i.e., "We have made this 
story for all those that have children"). 

There are, of course, also not a few instances of transi- 
tions between groups I and II and I and III, as weU 
as of the less radical one between II and III. To the 
first of these transitions belongs that whole class of ex- 
amples in which the independent word, after passing 
through the preliminary stage of functioning as the sec- 
ondary or qualifying element in a compound, ends up 
by being a derivational affix pure and simple, yet with- 
out losing the memory of its former independence. Such 
an element and concept is the full ot Uasvoonfull, whi 
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hovers psychologically between the status of an inde- 
pendent, radical concept (compare fidl) or of a sub- 
sidiary element in a compound (ef. brim-full) and that 
of a simple suffix (cf. dutiful) in which the primary con- 
ereteness is no longer felt. In general, the more highly 
synthetie our linguistic type, the more difficult and even 
arbitrary it becomes to distinguish groups I and II. 

Not only is there a gradual loss of the concrete as we 
pass through from group I to group IV, there is also 
a constant fading away of the feeling of sensible re- 
ality within the main groups of linguistic concepts them- 
selves. In many languages it becomes almost imperative, 
therefore, to make various sub-elassificationa, to segre- 
gate, for instance, the more concrete from the more ab- 
Htract concepts of group II. Yet we must always beware 
of reading into such abstracter groups that purely for- 
mal, relational feeling that we can hardly help associat- 
ing with certain of the abstracter concepts which, with 
us, fall in group III, unless, indeed, there is clear evi- 
dence to warrant such a reading in. An example or two 
should make clear these all-important distinctions.^* In 
Nootka we have an nnusnally large number of deriva- 
tional affixes (expressing concepts of group II). Some 
of these are quite material in content (e.g., "ia the 
house," "to dream of"), others, like an element denot- 
ing plurality and a diminutive affix, are far more ab- 
stract in content. The former type are more closely 
welded with the radical element than the latter, which 
can only be suffixed to formations that have the value of 

1* It IB precisely the failure to feci the "value" or "tone," aa 
distinct from the outer eignificance. of the coni^ept expressed by 
K given granuaatica.! clement that has eo often led students to 
misunderBtand the nature of languages profoundly alien to their 
own. Not everything that calls itself "tense" or "mode" or 
"number" or "gender" or "person" is genuinely comparable (a 
what we mean bj these terms in Latin oi ¥ieai^. 
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complete wordB, If, therefore, I wish to say "the small 
fires in the house" — and I can do this in one word — I 
must form the word " fire-in-the-house, " to which ele- 
ments corresponding to "smalt," our plural, and "the" 
are appended. The element indicating the definiteness 
of reference that is implied in our "the" comes at the 
very end of the word. So far, so good. " Fire-in-the- 
house-the" ia an intelligible correlate of our "the house- 
fire,"" But is the Nootka correlate of '"the small fires 
in the house" the true equivalent of an English "tlie 
'house-firelets"f " By no means. Pirat of all, the plural 
element precedes the diminutive in Nootka: "fire-in-the- 
house-plural-small-the, " in other words "the house-fires- 
let," which at once reveals the important fact that the 
plural concept is not as abstractly, as relationally, felt 
as in English. A more adequate rendering would be 
"the house-fire-several-let," in which, however, "sev- 
eral" is too gross a word, "-let" too choice an element 
("small" again ia too gross). In truth we cannot carry 
over into English the inherent feeling of the Nootka 
word, which seems to hover somewhere between "the 
house-firelets" and "the house-fire-several-small.'' But 
what more than anything else cuts off all possibility of 
comparison between the English -s of "house-firelets" 
and the "-several -small" of the Nootka word ia this, 
that in Nootka neither the plural nor the diminutive 
affix corresponds or refers to anything else in the sen- 
tence. In English "the house-firelets burn" (not 
"bums"), in Nootka neither verb, nor adjective, nor 

IS Suffixed articles oecnr also in Danisli and Swedlih and in 
numerouB other iBnEUspes, The Nootka element for "in tba 
houae" differs from our 'Tiouae-" in that it is euflixed and cannot 
occur as an independent word; nor is it related to the Nootka 
trord for "bouse." 
it Assuming the existence ot a W0t4 "6ie\e\..'' 
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anything else in the proposition is in the least concerned 
with the plurality or the diminutiTeneaa of the fire. 
Hence, while Nootka recognizes a cleavage between con- 
crete and less concrete concepts within group H, the less 
concrete do not transcend the group and lead us into 
that abstracter air into which our plural -^ carries ua. 
But at any rate, the reader may object, it is something 
that the Nootka plural affix is set apart from the con- 
creter group of affixes; and may not the Nootka diminu- 
tive have a slenderer, a more elusive content than our 
-let or -ling or the German -chen or -leinf" 

Can such a concept as that of plurality ever he clas- 
sified with the more material concepts of group II T 
Indeed it can be. In Yana the third person of the 
verb makes no formal distinction between singular and 
plural. Nevertheless the plural concept can be, and 
nearly always is, expressed by the suffixing of an ele- 
ment (-ha-) to the radical element of the verb. "It 
bums in the east" is rendered by the verb yonhau-si 
"burn-east-B. "'* "They burn in the east" is ya-ba- 
Jiau-si, Note that the plural affix immediately follows 
the radical element (ya-), disconnecting it from the local 
element (-ftait-)- It needs no labored argument to prove 
that the concept of plurality is here hardly less concrete 
than that of location "in the cast," and that the Yana 
iorm corresponds in feeling not so much to our "They 
bum in the east" (ardunt orientc) as to a " Bum-several- 
east-B, it plurally burns in the east," an expression which 

IT Th? Nootka diminutive is doubtlesa more of a fepling-element, 
an plemcot of ouance. than our -tintj. This is shnwn by the fact 
thtt il may be used with verbs as well as with noHiiH. In sppak- 
Ing to a child, one is likely to add the diminutive to any word in 
the sentanee. regardleBs of whether there ia an inlierent diminutive 
nuMning in the word or not. 

i» -«t IB the tliird person of the present te&ae. -Tuml- 
an aJBx, not a compounded radioal eleta«ivt. 
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we cannot adequately assimilate for lack of the neceBsary 
form-grooves into which to run it. 

But can we go a step farther and dispose of the cate- 
gory of plurality as an utterly material idea, one that 
would make of "books" a "plural book," in which the 
"plural," like the "white" of "white book," falls con- 
tentedly into group II Our "many books" and "sev- 
eral books" are obviously not cases in point. Even if 
we couM say "many book" and "several book" (as we 
can say "many a book" and "each book"), the plural 
concept would still not emerge as clearly as it should for 
our argument; "many" and "several" are contaminated 
by certain notions of quantity or scale that are not essen- 
tial to the idea of plurality itself. We must turn to 
central and eastern Asia for the type of expression we 
are seeking. In Tibetan, for instance, nga-s mi mtJumg '• 
"I-by man see, by me a man is seen, I see a man" may 
just as well be understood to mean "I see men," if there 
happens to be no reason to emphasize the fact of plu- 
rality.'" If the fact is worth expressing, however, I 
can say nga-s mi rnarns mtkong "by me man plural see," 
where mains is the perfect conceptual analogue of -s in 
books, divested of all relational strings. Bnams follows 
its noun as would any other attributive word — "man 
plural" {whether two or a million) like "man white," 
No need to bother about his plurality any more than 
about his whiteness unless we insist on the point. 

What is trae of the idea of plurality is naturally jast 
as true of a great many other concepts. They do not 
necessarily belong where we who speak English are in 
the habit of putting them. They may be shifted to- 

10 These are claBBical, not modem colloquial, forms. 
^"Just as in Engliah "He lias written books" ma.kee no oma- 
mitment on the score of quautity (,''"■ ^*|'''> se^wtA.'nia.as^'l, 
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wards I or towards IV, the two poles oi linguistic ex- 
pression. Nor dare we look down on the Nootka In- 
dian and the Tibetan for their material attitude towards 
a concept which to us is abstract and relational, lest we 
invite the reproaches of the Frenchman who feela a 
BUbtlety of relation in femme blajwhe and Tiomrrue blanc 
that he misses in the coarser-grained wMte woman and 
white man. But the Bantu Negro, were be a philoso- 
pher, might go further and find it strange that we put 
in group II a category, the diminutive, which he strongly 
feels to belong to group III and which he uses, alon^ with 
a number of other classificatory concepts," to relate his 
subjects and objects, attributes and predicates, as s 
Russian or a Grerman handles his genders and, if pofr- 
Bible, with an even greater finesse. 

It is because our conceptual scheme is a sliding scale 
rather than a philosophical analysis of experience 
that we cannot say in advance just where 
put a given concept. We must dispense, in other' 
words, with a well-ordered classification of categories. 
What boots it to put tense and mode here or number 
there when the next language one handles puts 
tense a peg "lower down" (towards I), mode and 
number a peg "higher up" (towards IV)? Nor is there 
much to be gained in a summary work of this kind from 
a general inventory of the types of concepts generally 
found in groups II, III, and IV. There are too many 
poAsibilities. It would be interesting to show what are 
the most typical noun-forming and verb-forming ele- 
ments of gi-oup II; how variously nouns may be classi- 
fied (by gender ; personal and non-personal ; animate and 
inanimate ; by form; common and proper) ; how the eon- 
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eept of niunber is elaborated (sininilar and plural ; 
gnlar, dual, and plural ; singular, dual, trial, and plural; 
single, distribative, and collective) ; what tense distinc- 
tions may be made in verb or noun (the "past," for in- 
stance, may be an indefinite past, immediate, remote, 
mytliical, completed, prior) ; how delicately certain lan- 
guages have developed the idea of "aspect"" (momen- 
taneous, dnrative, eontinuative, inceptive, cessative, 
darative-inceptive, iterative, momentaneous-iterative, dn- 
rative- iterative, resultative, and still others) ; what mo- 
dalities may be recognized (indicative, imperative, po- 
tential, dnbitative, optative, negative, and a host of 
others"); what distinctions of person are possible (is 
"we," for instance, conceived of as a plurality of "I" 
or is it as distinct from "I" as either is from "you" 
or "he"T — both attitudes are illustrated in language; 
moreover, does "we" include you to whom I speak or 
nott — ^"inclusive" and "exclusive" forms); what may 
be the general scheme of orientation, the so-called demon- 
strative categories ("this" and "that" in an endless 
procession of nuances) ; '* bow frequently the form ex- 
's A term borrowed from Slavic grammar. It indicatea the 
lapse of action, its nature from the standpoint of eontinnity. 
Our "cry" is indefinite bh to aepect, "he crying" is durative, "cry 
out" is momentaneouB, "burst into tears" ia inceptiTe, "keep cry- 
ing" is eontinuative, "start in crying" is du rat ive- inceptive, "cry 
now and again" is iterative, "cry out every now and then" or 
"try in Hts and starts" is momentaneous-iterative. "To put on a 
coat" is momentaneona, "to wear a coat" is resultative. As our 
examples show, aspect is eipresBed in English by all kinds of 
idiomatic turns rather than by a consiatentlj worked out set of 
ftrammatical forms. In many languages aspect is of far greater 
formal aignifieancc than tense, with which the natve student is apt 
to confuse it, 

>ii By "modalities" I do not mean the matter of fact statement, 
say, of negation or uncertainty as such, rather their implication 
in terms of form. There are languages, for instance, which have 
as elaborate an apparatus of negative forms for the verb aa 
Greek baa of the optative or wiah-modftlity. 
*' Compare page 07- 
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the source or nshire of the speaker's knowledge 
(known by actual experiencej by hearsay,'* by infer- 
ence) ; how the syntactic relations may be expressed in 
the noun (subjective and objective; ageutive, instmmen- 
tal, and person affected;" various types of "genitive" 
and indirect relations) and, correspondingly, in the verb 
(active and passive; active and static; transitive and in- 
transitive ; impersonal, reflexive, reciprocal, indefinite as 
to object, and many other special limitations on the start- 
ing-point and end-point of the flow of activity). These 
details, important as many of them are to an under- 
standing of the "inner form" of language, yield in gen- 
eral significance to the more radical group -distinctions 
that we have set up. It is enough for the general reader 
to feel that language struggles towards two poles of lin- 
guistic expression — material content and relation — and 
that these poles tend to be connected by a long series 
of transitional concepts. 

In dealing with words and their varying forms we 
have had to anticipate much that concerns the sentence 

IS It is bpcause of this clasBiflcotion of esperience that in many 
langua^a tho verb forms which are proper, say, to a, mythical 
narration differ from those comiaoDly used in daily inter- 
course. We leave these shades to the context or content ourselves 
with a more explicit and roundabout mode of expression, e.g.. "He 
la dead, as I happen to know," "They say he is dead," "He must 
be dead by the looks of things." 

M We say "/ sleep" and "I go," as well aa "/ kill him," but "he 
killa me." Yet me of the last example is at least as close psycho- 
logically to / of "1 sleep" as is the latter to / of "I kill him." It 
is only by form that we can clBSeify the "I" notion of "I sleep" 
S8 that of an acting subject. Properly speaking. I am handled 
by forces beyond my control whan I sleep juat aa truly as when 
•ome one is killing ins. Numerous languages differentiate clearly 
between active subject and static subject (/ go and / kill him aa 
distinct from / s/rep. / am joorf T am killed) or between transi- 
tive subject and intransitive subject {/ kill him as distinct from 
/ tleep, I am good. I am killed, I go). The intransitive or static 
subjects may or may not he identical with the object ot tbft 
.'J^rajisitivs verb, 
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■I a whole. ET«ry langrug^ has its spedal method oc 
inetiiodB of binding words iulo a larger anit^. The im- 
portance of these methods is apt to vary with the eooi- 
plexitj- of tiie individual word. The more synthetic the 
laogoage. in other words, the more clearly the status of 
each word in the seatenee is indicated by its own re- 
XKirc««, the less need is there for looking beyond the 
word to the sentence as a whole. The Latin agii " (he) 
acts" needs no outside help to establish its plaee in a 
proposition. Whether I say agit dominus "the master 
acts" or SIC femina agit "thos the woman acts," the net 
result as to the sjiitaetic feel of the agit is practically the 
same. It can only be a verb, the predicate of a proposi- 
tion, and it can only be conceived as a statement of activ- 
ity carried oot by s person (or thing) other than yon 
or mo. It is not so with such a word as the English act. 
Act is a syntactic waif until we have defined its statns 
in a proposition — one thing in "they act abominably," 
quite another in "that was a idndly act." The Latin 
sentence speaks with the assurance of its individual mem- 
bers, the English word needs the prompting of its fel- 
lows. Roughly speaking, to be sure. And yet to say that 
a sufficiently elaborate word-structure compensates for 
external syntactic methods is perilously close to begging 
the question. The elements of the word are related to 
each other in a specific way and follow each other in a 
rigorously determined sequence. This is tantamount to 
saying that a word which consists of more than a radi- 
cal element is a crystallization of a sentence or of some 
portion of a sentence, that a form like agit is rtughly 
the psychological " equivalent of a form like age is "act 
he." Breaking down, then, the wall that separates word 
and sentence, we may ask: What, at laat analysis, are 
^ VitiBUktely, also hifltorical— B&5, age to "ftjct tliat [one)."—^ 
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the fundamental methods of relating word to word and 
element to element, in short, of passing from the isolated 
Dotiona symbolized by eacb word and by each element 
to the unified proposition that corresponds to a thought J 
The answer is simple ajid is implied in the preceding 
remarks. The most fundamental and the most powerful ' 
of all relating methods is the method of order. Let us 
think of some more or less concrete idea, say a color, 
and set down its symbol — red; of another concrete idea, 
Bay a pei-son or object, setting down its symbol — dog; 
finally, of a third concrete idea, say an action, setting 
down its symbol — run. It is hardly possible to set down 
. these three symbols — red dog run — without relating them 
in some way, for example ((Tie) red dog run{s). I 
am far from wishing to state that the proposition has 
always grown up in this analytic manner, merely that 
the very process of juxtaposing concept to concept, sym- 
bol to symbol, forces some kind of relational "feeling," 
if nothing else, upon us. To certain syntactic adhesions 
■ we are very sensitive, for example, to the attributive rela- 
tion of quality {red dog) or the subjective relation {dog 
run) or the objective relation {kill dog), to others we 
are more indifferent, for example, to the attributive 
relation of circumstance (to-day red dog run or red dog 
io-day run or red dog run to-dwy, aU of which are equiva- 
lent propositions or propositions in embryo). Words 
and elements, then, once they are listed in a certain or- 
der, tend not only to establish some kind of relation 
among themselves but are attracted to each other in 
greater or in less degree. It is presumably this very 
greater or less that ultimately leads to those firmly 
solidified gi-oups of elements (radical element or ele- 
ments plus one or more grammatical elements) that we 
have studied as complex words. T\iey aie isi ^ ''^^a- 



1 

I 



F 



i. 



lis LANGUAGE 

lihood nothing bnt sequences that have shrunk together 
and away from other sequences tr isolated -«lem«nta in 
the flow of speech. While they are fully alive, in other 
words, while they are functional at every point, they 
can keep thomeelves at a psychological diatanee from 
their neighbors. Aa they gradually lose much of their 
life, they fall back into the embrace of the sentence as a 
whole and the sequence of independent words regains 
the importance it had in part transferred to the crystal- 
lized groups of elements. Speeoh is thus constantly 
tightening and loosening its sequences. In its highly 
integrated forms (Latin, Eskimo) the "energy" of 
sequence is largely locked up in complex word forma- 
tions, it becomes transformed into a kind of potential 
energy that may not be released for millennia. In its 
more analytic forms (Chinese, English) this energy is 
mobile, ready to hand for such service as we demand 
of it. 

There can be little doubt that stress has frequently 
played a controlling influence in the formation of ele- 
ment-groups or complex words out of certain sequences 
in the sentence. Such an English word as withstand 
is merely an old sequence wHth stand, i.e., "against" 
stand," in which the unstressed adverb was permanently 
drawn to the following verb and lost its independence as 
a significant element. In the same way French futures 
of the type irai " (1) shall go" are but the resultants of 
a eoaleseenee of orisinaHy independent words: ir^" a'i 
"to-go I-have, " under the influence of a unifying accent. 
But stress has done more than articulate or unify se- 
quences that in their own right imply a syntactic rela- 
ys FoT with in the aenae of "Bgainat," compare GeTman tridsf 
"against." 
"CF. /..atiD ire "to go"; also our Eogliih idiom "I have to g(^* 
i.e., "muat go." 
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tion. Stress is the most natural means at our disposal 
to emphasize a linguistic contrast, to indicate the major 
element in a sequence. Hence we need not he sur- 1 
prised to find that accent too, no leas than sequence, may 
serve as the unaided symbol of certain relations. Such I 
B contrast as that of go' between- ("one who goes be-' 
tween") and to go between' may he of quite secondary 
origin in English, but there is every reason to believe 
that analogous distinctions have prevailed at all times 
in linguistic history, A sequence like see' man might 
imply some type of relation in which see qualifies the 
following word, hence "a seeing man" or "a seen (or 
visible) man," or is its predication, hence "the man 
eeea" or "the man is seen," while a sequence like see 
man' might indicate that the accented word in some way 
limits the application of the first, say as direct object, 
hence "to see a man" or "(he) sees the man." Such 
alternations of relation, as symbolized by varying 
stresses, are important and frequent in a number of 



It is a somewhat venturesome and yet not an altogether i 
■onreaaonahle speculation that_g ees in . jg ord order and_ 
stress the primary methods for the oxpression_of all syu- I 
tactic relations "ah'd'looks upon the present relational I 
vfilDe of spectftc words and elements as but a secondary 1 
condition due to a transfer of values^ Thus, we may i 
surmise that the Latin -m of words like feminam, 
dominum, and civetn, did not originally " denote that 
"woman," "master," and "citizen" were objectively 
related to the verb of the proposition but indicated some- 



irse, aome time aiited&tiiiv% Wofc 
GArlieit period of the Indo- European languagee t^i».t ■«* — ~* 
»t by OBanparutire evidence. 
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thing far more concrete," that the objective relation t 
merely implied by the position or accent of the word 
(radical element) immediately preceding the -m, and 
that gradually, aa its more concrete significance faded 
away, it took over a syntactic function that did not 
originally be'ong to it. This sort of evolution by trans- 
fer is traceable in many instances. Thus, the of in an 
English phrase like "the law of the land" is now as 
colorless in content, as purely a relational indicator as 
the "genitive" suffix -is in the Latin lex urbis "the law 
of the eity." We know, however, that it was originally 
an adverb of considerable eoncreteness of meaning,^^ 
"away, moving from," and that the syntactic relation 
was originally expressed by the ease form'* of the sec- 
ond noun. As the case form lost its vitality, the adverb ^ 
took over its function. If we are actually justified in ' 
assuming that the expression of all syntactic relations 
is ultimately traceable to these two unavoidable, dynamic 
features of speech — sequence and stress'"— an interestr 
ing thesis results : — All of the actual content of speech, 
its clusters of vocalic and consonantal sounds, is in 
origin limited to the concrete; relations were originally 
not expressed in outward form but were merely implied 
and articulated with the help of order and rhythm. In 
other words, relations were intuitively felt and could 
I, only "leak out" with the help of dynamic factors that 
themselves move on an intuitional plane. 

There is a special method f«r the exjpressitn ♦f rela- 
tions that has been so often evolved in the history of 
language that we must glance at it for a moment. This 
is the method of "concord" or of like signaling, Itii 



S2 Perhaps it wa . 

83 Compare its close Iiistorical parallel off. 

'* "Ablative" at last analyain. 

» Verj likely pitch should be vi.iia«B\.oo4 8.\isti% -«vtti atrei 
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baaed on the aame principle as the password or labeL'l 
All persons or objects that answer to the same counter- 
sign or that bear the same imprint are thereby stamped 
as somehow related. It makes little difference, once they 
are bo stamped, where they are to be found or how 
they behave themselves. They are known to belong to- 
gether. We are familiar with the principle of concord 
in Latin and Greek. Many^f us have been struck by 
sueh relentless rhymes as vidi ilium bomim- dominum 
"I saw that good master" or quarrnn dearum saevarum 
' ' of which stern goddesses. ' ' Not that sound-echo, 
whether in the form of rhyme or of alliteration '^ is nec- 
essary to concord, though in its most typical and orig- 
inal forma concord is nearly always accompanied by 
Sound repetition. The essence of the principle is sim-u. 
ply this, that words (elements) that belong together, 
particularly if they are syntactic equivalents or are re- 
lated in like fashion to another word or element, are 
outwardly marked by the same or functionally equiva- 
lent affixes. The application of the principle varies 
considerably according to the genius of the particular 
language. In Latin and Greek, for instance, there is 
concord between noun and qualifjing word iadjeetive 
or demonstrative) as regards gender, number, and case, 
between verb and subject only as regards number, and 

no concord between verb and object. ^ 

In Chinook there is a more far-reachin g' concord ^ 'be- 
tween noun, whether subject or object, and verb. Every 
noun is classified according to five categories — masculine, 
feminine, neuter," dual, and plural. "Woman" is fem- 

iB Ab in Bantu or Chinook. 

»i PerhapB better "gpneral," The Chinook "neuter" may refer 
to persona as well as things and may also be used as a plural. 
"Maeculino" and "fomininc." aa in German and French, include 
a great number uf inanimate nouna. i 
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inine, "sand" is neater, "table" is masculine. If, 
therefore, I wish to aay "The woman put the sand on 
the table," I must place in the verb certain class or 
gender prefixes that accord with corresponding noun pre- 
fixes. The sentence reads then, "The (fem.)-woman she 
{fein.)-it (neut,)-it (masc.)-on-put the (neut.)-8and the 
(masc.)-table." If "sand" is qualified as "much" and 
"table" as "large," these new ideas are expressed &s 
abstract nouns, each with its inherent class-prefix 
("much" is neuter or feminine, "large" is masculine) 
and with a possessive prefix referring to the qualified 
noun. Adjective thus ealla to noun, noun to verb. 
"The woman put much sand on the large table," there- 
fore, takes the form: "The (fem.)-wonian she (fem.)-it 
(ncut.)-it {ma8c.)-on-put the (fem.)-thereof (neut.)- 
quantity the (neut.)-sand the (masc.)-thereof (masc,)- 
largeness the (raasc.)-table." The classification of "ta- 
ble" as masculine is thus three times insisted on- — in the 
noun, in the adjective, and in the verb. In the Bantu 
languages,'* the principle of concord works very much 
as in Chinook. In them also nouns are classified into 
a number of categories and are brought into relation 
with adjectives, demonstratives, relative pronouns, and 
verbs by means of prefixed elements that call off the class 
and make up a complex system of concordances. In such 
a sentence as "That fierce lion who came here is dead," 
the class of "lion," which we may call the animal class, 
■would be referred to by concording prefixes no less than 
six times, — ^with the demonstrative ("that"), the quali- 
fying adjective, the noun itself, the relative pronoun, 

8« spoken in the greater part of the southern half of Africa. 

Chinook is spoken in a number of dialects in the lower Columbia 

River valley. It is impressive to observe how the human mind 

Aas arrived at the same form of espreBHion in two Buch hifltori- 

caJI^ unconnected regiona. 
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the subjective prefix to the verb of the relative clause, 
and the subjective prefix to the verb of the main clause 
("is dead"). We recognize in this insistence on exter- 
nal clarity of reference the same spirit as moves in the 
more familiar ilium bonum dominum. 

Psychologically the methods of sequence and accent 
lie at the opposite pole to that of concord. Where they 
are all for implication, for subtlety of feeling, concord 
is impatient of the least ambiguity but must have its 
well- certificated tags at every turn. Concord tends to 
dispense with order. In Latin and Chinook the inde- 
pendent words are free in position, less so in Bantu. 
In botb Chinook and Bantu, however, the methods of 
concord and order are equally important for the differ- 
entiation of subject and object, as the classifying verb 
prefixes refer to subject, object, or indirect object ac- 
cording to the relative position they occupy. These ex- 
amples again bring home to us the significant fact that 
at some point or other order asserts itself in every lan- 
guage as the most fundamental of relating principles. 

The observant reader has probably been surprised that 
all this time we have had so little to say of the time- 
honored "parts of speech," The reason for this is not 
far to seek- Our conventional classification of words 
into parts of speech is only a vague, wavering approxi- 
mation to a consistently worked out inventory of experi- 
ence. We imagine, to begin with, that all "verba" are 
inherently concerned with action as such, that a "noun 
is the name of some definite object or personality that 
can be pictured by the mind, that all qualities are neces- 
sarily expressed by a definite group of words to which 
we may appropriately apply the term "adjective." As 
soon as we test our vocabulary, we discover that tha 
parts of speech are far from corteBpoivAHTv?, \.o w> W""^ 
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pie an snulysia of reality. We say "it is red" and 
define "red" as a quality-word or adjective. We should 
consider it strange to think of an equivalent of " is red ' ' 
in which the whole predication (adjective and verb of 
being) is conceived of as a verb in precisely the same 
way in which we think of "extends" or "lies" or 
"sleeps" as a verb. Yet as soon as we give the "dura- 
tive" notion of being red an inceptive or transitional 
turn, we can avoid the parallel form "it becomes red, 
it turns red" and say "it reddens." No one denies that 
"reddens" is as good a verb as "sleeps" or even 
"walks." Yet "it is red" ia related to "it reddens" 

ivery much as is "he stands" to "he stands up" or "he 
rises." It is merely a matter of English or of general 
Indo-European idiom that we cannot say "it reds" in 
the sense of "it is red." There are hundreds of lan- 
guages that can. Indeed there are many that can ex- 
press what we should call an adjective only by making 
a participle out of a verb. "Bed" in such languages is 
merely a derivative "being red," as our "sleeping" or 
"walking" are derivatives of primary verbs. 

Just as we can verbify the idea of a quality in such 
cases as "reddens," so we can represent a quality or an 
action to ourselves as a thing. We speak of "the height 
of a building" or "the fall of au apple" quite as though 
these ideas were parallel to "the roof of a building" or 
"the skin of an apple," forgetting that the nouns 
{TieigTit, fall) have not ceased to indicate a quality and 
, an act when we have made them speak with the accent 
of mere objects. And just as there are languages that 
make verbs of the great mass of adjectives, so there are 
others that make nouns of them. In Chinook, as we 
have seen, "the big table" is "the-table its-bigness"; in 
Tibetan tbe same idea may \je «xpt&'aw;i\ii '"Caa \:SliSsa 
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of bigneSB," very much as we may say "a man of 
wealth" instead of "a rich man." 

But are there not certain ideas that it ia irapoaaible 
to render except by way of such and such parts of 
speech V What can be done with the "to" of "he came 
to the house"? Well, we can say "he reached the 
house" and dodge the preposition altogether, giving 
the verb a nuance that absorbs the idea of local 
relation carried by the "to." But let us insist on 
giving independence to this idea of local relation. 
Must we not then hold to the preposition? No, we can 
make a noun of it. We can say something like "he 
reached the proximity of the house" or "he reached the 
house-locality." Instead of saying "he looked into the 
glass" we may say "he scrutinized the glass-interior." 
Such expressions are stilted in English because they do 
not easily fit into our formal grooves, but in language 
after language we find that local relations are expressed 
in just this way. The local relation is nominalized. 
And so we might go on examining the various parts 
of speech and showing how they not merely grade into 
each other but are to an astonishing degree actually con- 
vertible into each other. The upshot of such an exami- 
nation would be to feel convinced that the "part ofl 
speech" reflects not so much our intuitive analysis of 
reality as our ability to compose that reality into a 
variety of formal patterns. A part of speech outside of 
the limitations of syntactic form is but a will o' the wisp. 
For this reason no logical scheme of the parts of speech 
— their number, nature, and necessary confines — is of the 
slightest interest to the linguist, ^ ach lang uage baa its j \ \ 
own schem e, ^^er ^ing de pends on the lor maPd e- I ^ \ 
roarcation s which it reco^iizes. 

Yet we "inusTnot Be too destructive. W '■« ^w^ \o "^^ ,^^ 
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ntember Uiat speech consists of a aeries of propositions. 
There most be something to talk aboat and something 
most be said aboat thia subject of discourse once it is 
selected. This distinction is of such fundamental im- 
portance that the vast majority of languages have em- 
phasized it by creating some sort of formal barrier 
between the two terms of the proposition. The subject 
of discourse is a noun. As the most common subject of 
discouree is either a person or a thing, the noun clusters 
about concrete concepts of that order. As the thing 
predicated of a subject is generally an activity in the 
widest sense of the word, a passage from one moment of 
existence to another, the form which has been set aside 
for the business of predicating, in other words, the verb, 
clusters about concepts of activity. No language wholly 
fails t o distinguish noun and verb, though in partieolar 
cases the nature of the "distinction may be an elusive 
one. Tt 1b different with the other parts of speech. Not 
one of them is imperatively required for the life of 
language.'* 

"» In Yana the noun and the verb are well distinct, though there 
are certain features that they hold in common which tend to draw 
tbem nearer to each other tlian we feel to be poBeible, But there 
are, strictly speaking, do other parts of speech. The adjective 
is a verb. 8o are the numeral, the interrogative pronoun (e.g., 
"to be whatT"), and certain "con junction a" and adverbs (e.g., "to 
be and" and "to be not"; one says "and-paat-I go," i.e., "and I 
went"). Adverbs and prepositions are either nouns or merely 
derivative affixes in the verb. 
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So far, in dealing with linguistic form, we have been 
concerned only with single words and with the relations 
of words in sentences. We have not envisaged whole I 
languages as conforming to this or that general type. ( 
Incidentally we have observed that one language rtms 
to tight-knit synthesis where another contents itself with 
a more analytic, piece-meal handling of its elements, or 
that in one language syntactic relations appear pure 
■which in another are combined with certain other no- 
tions that have something concrete about them, however 
abstract they may be felt to be in practice. In this 
way we may have obtained some inkling of what is 
meant when we speak of the general form of a language. 
For it must be obvious to any one who has thought 
about the question at all or who has felt something of 
the spirit of a foreign language that there is such a 
thing as a basic plan, a certain cut, to each language. I 
This type or plan or structural "genius" of the lan- 
guage is something much more fundamental, much more 
pervasive, than any single feature of it that we can ^ 
mention, nor can we gain an adequate idea of its na- H 
ture by a mere recital of the sundry facts that make up ■ 
the grammar of the language. When we pass from 
Latin to Russian, we feel that it is approximately the 
same horizon that bounds our view, even though the near, 
familiar landmarks ha^re changed. When we come to 
English, we seem to notice that the hilla have di^'^ed. 



down a little, yet we recognize Ihe general I^ ffl 
laud. And when we have arrived at Chinese, it is an 
utterly different sky that is looking down upon us. We 
can translate these metaphors and say that all languages 
differ from one another but that certain ones differ far 
more than others. This is tantamount to saying that 
it is possible to group them into morphological types. 

Strictly speaking, we know in advance that it is 
impossible to set up a limited number of types that 
would do full justice to the peculiarities of the thou- 
sand* of languages and dialects spoken on the surface 
[of the earth. Like all human institutions, speech 
is too variable and too elusive to be quite safely ticketed. 
Even if we operate with a minutely subdivided scale 
of types, we may be quite certain that many of our 
languages will need trimming before they lit. To get 
them into the scheme at all it will be necessary to over- 
estimate the significance of this or that feature or to 
ignore, for the time being, certain contradictions in their 
mechanism. Does the difficulty of classification prove 
the uselessneas of the task J I do not think so. It 
would be too easy to relieve ourselves tt the burden of 
constructive thinking and to take the Btandjtfiat that 
each language has its unique history, therefore its unique 
structure. Such a standpoint exyresses tuly a half 
truth. Just as similar social, ec»n«mic, and religious 
institutions have gr«wn up in different parts of the 
world from distinct historical antecedents, so also lan- 

lages, traveling along different roads, have tended to 
converge toward similar forms. Moreover, the historical 
study of language has proven to us beyond all doubt 
that a language changes not only gradually but 
consistently, that it moves unconsciously from one type 
towards another, and that analogous trends are obst 
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able in remote quarters of the globe. From this it fol- 
lows that broadly similar morphologies must have been 
reached by unrelated languages, independently and fre- 
quently. In assuming the existence of comparable types, 
therefore, we are not gainsaying the individuality of all 
historical processes; we are merely affirming that bacfcl 
of the face of history are powerful drifts that move 
language, like other social products, to balanced pat- 
terns, in other words, to types. As linguists we shall 
be content to realize that there are these types and that 
certain processes in the life of language tend to modify 
them. Why similar types should be formed, just what 
is the nature of the forces that make them and dissolve 
them — these questions are more easily asked than an- 
swered. Perhaps the psychologists of the future will be 
able to give us the ultimate reasons for the formation of 
linguistic types. 

When it comes to the actual task of classification, we 
find that we have no easy road to travel. Various classi- 
fications have been suggested, and they all contain ele- 
ments of value. Yet none proves satisfactory. They 
do not BO much enfold the known languages in their 
embrace as force them down into narrow, straight -backed 
Beats. The difficulties have been of various kinds. First^ 
and foremost, it has been difficult to choose a point of 
Tiew. On what basis shall we classify? A language 
shows us so many facets that we may well be puzzled. 
And is one point of view sufficient t Secondly, it is 
dangerous to generalize from a small number of se- 
lected languages. To take, as the sum total of our ma- 
terial, Latin, Arabic, Tuikish, Chinese, and perhaps Es- 
kimo or Sioux as an afterthought, is to court disaster. 
"We have no right to assume that a sprinkling of exotic 
types will do to supplement the icvi \aa.?>aB©ia ■Qaa.t«t| 
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home that we are more immediately interested 
f Thirdly, the rtrong craving for a simple formula ' has 
I been the undoing of linguists. There is something irre- 
sistible about a method of classification that starts with 
two poles, exemplified, say, by Chinese and Latin, clus- 
ters what it conveniently can about these poles, and 
throws everything else into a "transitional type." 
Hence has arisen the still popular classification of lan- 
guages into an "isolating" group, an " a^lutinative " 
group, and an "inflective" group. Sometimes the lan- 
guages of the American Indians are made to straggle 
along as an uncomfortable "polysynthetic" rear-guard 
to the agglutinative languages. There is justification 
for the use of all of these terms, though not perhaps 
in quite the spirit in which they are commonly employed. 
In any case it is very difficult to assign all known 
languages to one or other of these groups, the more so 
as they are not mutually exclusive, A language may be 
both agglutinative and inflective, or inflective and poly- 
synthetic, or even polysynthetic and isolating, as we 
ehall see a little later on. 

There is a fourth reason why the classification of lan- 
guages has generally proved a fruitless undertaking. 
It is probably the most powerful deterrent of all 
to clear thinking. This is the evolutionary prejudice 
which instilled itself into the social sciences towards 
the middle of the last century and which is only now 
beginning to abate its tyrannical hold on our mind. In- 
termingled with this scientific prejudice and largely an- 
ticipating it was another, a more human one. The vast 
majority of linguistic theorists themselves spoke lan- 
guages of a certain type, of which the most fully de- 
reJnped varieties were the Latin and Greek that they 
J If poaeibh, & triuuu fonauls.. ^^^| 
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learned in their childhood. It was not difficult 
ir them to be persuaded that these familiar languages 
ipreaented the "highest" development that speech 
yet attained and that all other types were 
but steps on the way to this beloved "inflective" type. 
Whatever conformed to the pattern of Sanskrit and 
©reek and Latin and German was accepted as expressive 
of the "highest," whatever departed from it was 
£rowned upon as a shortcoraing or was at best an inter- 
^ting aberration." Now any classification that starts' 
iFltli preconceived values or that works tip to aenti- 
lental satisfactions is self-condemned as unscientifle. 
^ linguist that insists on talking about the Latin type 
iof morphology as though it were necessarily the high- 
jfater mark of linguistic development is like the zoolo- 
Jiflt that sees in the organic world a huge conspiracy to 
jBTolve the race-horse or the Jersey cow. Language in I 
its fundamental forms is the symbolic expression 
iuman intuitions. These may shape themselves in a 
■hundred ways, regardless of the material advancementi 
or backwardness of the people that handle the forms, of ' 
"which, it need hardly be said, they are in the main un- 
conscious. If, therefore, we wish to understand lan- 
guage in its true inwardness we must disabuse oar 
Viinds of preferred "values"* and accustom ouraelvea 



One celebrated Amprican writer on culture and language de- 
Svered hirQBeU of the dictum that, eBtlmahle ae the speakers oi 
jAgglutinative languagea might be, it was nevertheluBS a crime for 
M inflecting woman to marr; an agglutinating man. TremendouH 
Tmiritnal values were esidently at stake. Ghampiona of the "infleo- 
wvo" languagea are wont to glory in the very irrationalities of 
tiatiii and Greek, except when it fluits them to emphaaJKe their pro- 
(bundly "logical" character. Yet the sober logic of Turkish or 
Gbineee leaves them cold. The glorious irrationalities and formal 
Riinplexities of many "HBVBoe" langunges they have no stomacti 
— . Sentimental iRtB are difficult people. 

I liare in loind valuations of foim a.a buc^v. ^^%tV«x <tT -ok 
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to look upon English and Hottentot with the same cool, 
yet interested, detachment. 

We come back to our first difficulty. What point of 
view shall we adopt for our elaasificafionJ After all 
that we have said about grammatical form in the pre- 
ceding chapter, it is clear that we cannot now make 
the distinction between form languages and formless 
languages that used to appeal to some of the older 
I writers. Every language can and must express the fun- 
I damental syntactic relations even though there is not 
/ a single affix to be found in its vocabulary. We con- 
clude that every language is a form language. Aside 
from the expression of pure relation a language may, of 
course, be "formless" — -formless, that is, in the mechani- 
cal and rather superficial sense that it is not encumbered 
by the use of non-radical elements. The attempt has 
sometimes been made to formulate a distinction on the 
basis of "inner form." Chinese, for instance, has no 
formal elements pure and simple, no "outer form," but 
it evidences a keen sense of relations, of the difference 
between subject and object, attribute and predicate, and 
so on. In other words, it has an "inner form" in the 
same sense in which Latin possesses it, though it is out- 
wardly "formless" where Latin is outwardly "formal" 
On the other hand, there are supposed to be languages * 
which have no true grasp of the fundamental relations 
but content themselves with the more or less minute 

a Inni^age haa a large and useful vocabulary is another matter. 
The actual size of a vocabulary at a given time is not a thing 
of real interest to the linguist, as all languages have the resources 
at their dJEpoaal for the creation of new words, should need far 
them arise. Furthermore, we are not »Q the least concerned with 
whether or not a langUBge is of great practical value or is the 
medium of a great culture. All these considerations, important 
from other standpoints, have nothing to do with form value, 
'E.g., Malay, Polyneaian. 
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expreesiou of material ideas, Bometimes with an exa- 
berant display of "outer form," leaving the pure rela- 
tions to be merely inferred from the context. I am 
strongly inclined to believe that this supposed "inner 
formlessness" of certain languages is an illusion. It 
may well be that in these languages the relations are 
not expressed in as immaterial a way as in Chinese or 
even as in Latin,* or that the principle of order is sub- 
ject to greater fluctuations than in Chinese, or that a 
tendency to complex derivations relieves the language 
of the necessity of expressing certain relations as ex- 
plicitly as a more analj^;ic language would have them 
expressed.' All this does not mean that the languages 
in question have not a true feeling for the fundamental 
relations, "We shall therefore not be able to use the no- 
tion of "inner formlessness," except in the greatly modi- 
fied sense that syntactic relations may be fused with 
notions of another order. To this criterion of classi- 
fication we shall have to return a little later. 

More justifiable would be a classification aeeordingj 
to the formal processes' most typically developed in the!' 
language. Those languages that always identify the 
■word with the radical element would be set off as an 
"isolating" group against such as either affix modifying 
elements (affixing languages) or possess the power to 
change the significance of the radical element by in- 
ternal changes {reduplication; vocalic and consonantal 
change; changes in quantity, stress, and pitch). The 
latter type might be not inaptly termed "symbolic" 

11 WLere, h,b we have seen, the syntactic rGlatione are by na 
means free from an alloy ol the concrete. 

* Verv much aa an English cod-tiver oil dodges to Home extent 
the task of extilicitly defining the rclationa of the three nouns. 
Contrast Frencli huile da foie de Kor^to "oil of Uvei at «fi4." 

T See Chapter IV. 
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langnagea.^ The affixing languages would naturall? sab- 
divide themselves into such as are prevailingly prefix- 
ing, like Bantu or Tlingit, and such as are mainly or 
entirely suffixing, like Eskimo or Algonkin or Latin. 
, There are two seriotis difficulties with this fourfold clas- 
flificatioa (isolating, prefixing, suffixing, symbolic). In 
the first place, moat languages fall into more than one 
of these groups. The Semitic languages, for instance, 
are prefixing, suffixing, and symbolic at one and the 
same time. In the second place, the classification in its 
bare form is superficial. It would throw together lan- 
guages that differ utterly in spirit merely because of 
a certain external formal resemblance. There is clearly 
a world of difference between a prefixing language like 
Cambodgian, which limits itself, so far as its prefixes 
(and infixes) are concerned, to the expression of deriva- 
tional concepts, and the Bantu languages, in which the 
prefixed elements have a far-reaching significance as 
symbols of syntactic relations. The classification has 
much greater value if it is taken to refer to the expres- 
sion of relational concepts " alone. In this modified form 
we shall return to it as a subsidiary criterion. We shall 
find that the term.s "isolating," "affixing," and "sym- 
bolic" have a real value. But instead of distinguishing 
between prefixing and suffixing languages, we shall find 
that it is of superior interest to make another distinc- 
tion, one that is based on the relative firmness witli 



s There is probably a real psychological connection between ayni- 
boliam and such Bignifleant alternationH as drink, drank, drunk 
or Chinese mat (with rising tone) "to buy" and mai (with fall- 
ing tone) "to sell," The unconscious tendency toward eymbolism 
1b justly emphasized by recent pHychological literature. Personally 
I feel that the passaRe from ging to sang has very much the same 
feeling as the alternation of aymbolic colors — e.g., green for safe, 
red for danger. But we probably differ greatly as to the intensity 
with which we feel Bymboliam in linguistic changes of this typ* 
'Pure or "concrete relational." See C\»B.-^\fcT V. ^^h 
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which the affixed elements are united with the core of | 
the word.'" 

There is another very useful set of distinctions thaC'fl 
can be made, but these too must not be applied exclu- 
sively, or our classification will again be superficial, 
refer to the notions of "analytic," "synthetic," and ] 
" polysynthetic. " The terms explain themselves. An 
analytic language is one that either does not combine 
concepts into single words at all (Chinese) or does so 
economically {English, French). In an analytic Ian- i 
guage the sentence is always of prime importance, the 
word is of minor interest. In a synthetic language 
(Latin, Arabic, Finnish) the concepts cluster more | 
thickly, the words are more richly chambered, but there 
is a tendency, on the whole, to keep the range of con- 
crete significance in the single word down to a mod- 
erate compass. A polysynthetic language, as its name 
implies, is more than ordinarily synthetic. The elabora- I 
tion of the word is extreme. Concepts which we should 
never dream of treating in a subordinate fashion are | 

10 In spite of my reluctance to emphaniM the differenca between 
B preSxing and a. BufBxing language, I fetl that there ia more 
involved in this difference than linguists have generally recog- 
nized. It Heems to me that there is a rather important payoho- 
logical dlBtlnction between a language that aettlea the formal 
Btatus of a radical element before announcing it — and thin, in 
effect, is what auch languages aa Tlingit and Chinook and Banta 
are in the habit of doing — and one that begins with the concret* 
nucleus of a word and defines the atatus of thia nucleua by Bue- 
cessive limitations, each curtailing in aomc degree the generality 
of all that preeedea. The spirit of the farmer method hae some- 
thing diagrammetic or architectural obout it, the tatter ia a. 
method of pruning afterthoughts. In the more highly wrought 
prefixing languages the word is apt to affect us aa a crystalliza- 
tion of floating elements, the worda of the typical suffixing lan- 
guages (Turkish, Eskimo, Nootka) are "determinative" forma- 
tions, each added element determining the form of the whole anew. 
It is BO difficult in practice to apply these elusive, yet impor- 
tant, distinctions that an elementary study has do reeouroe hub ta 
ignore them. 
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afmbolized by derivatioDal affixes or "'sTmbolic" changes 
in the radical element, while the more abstract notions, 
including the syntactic relations, may also be conveyed 
by the word, A polysj'nthetic language illustrates no 
principles that are not already exemplified in the more 
familiar synthetic languages. It is related to them 
very much as a synthetic language is related to our 
own analytic English." The three terms are purely 
quantitative — and relative, that is, a language may be 
"tintdytic" from one Etandpoint, "synthetic" from an- 
other. I believe the terms are more useful in defining 
certain drifts than as absolute counters. It is often 
illuminating to point out that a language has been 
becoming more and more analytic in the course of its 
history or that it shows signs of having crystallized 
from a simple analytic base into a highly synthetic 
form.'* 

We now come to the difference between an "inflec- 
tive" and an "agglutinative" language. As I have al- 
ready remarked, the distinction is a useful, even a neces- 
sary, one, bnt it has been generally obscured by a 
number of irrelevancies and by the unavailing effort to 
make the terms cover all languages that are not, like 
Chinese, of a definitely isolating cast. The meaning that 
we had best assign to the term "inflective" can be gained 
by considering very briefly what are some of the basic 
features of Latin and Greek that have been looked upon 

11 English, however, is only analj'tic in tendency. Relatively 
to French, it Ib still fairly eyuthetic, at least in certain aspects. 

" The fonner proceHa is demonstrable for English, French, Dan- 
ish, Tibetan, Chlneae, and a host of other languages. The latter 
tendency may bo proven, I believe, tor a number of American 
Indian languages, e.g., Chinook, Navalio. Underneath their pres- 
ent moderately polysynthctic form is diBcernible an analytic base 
that in the one case may be roughly described as Engliah-like, 
ia tbe othex, Tibetan-like. 
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as peculiar to the inflective languages. First of all, 
they are synthetic rather than analytic. This does not 
help us much. Relatively to many another language 
that resembles them in broad structural respects, Latin 
and Greek are not notably synthetic ; on the other hand, 
their modern descendants, Italian and Modern Greek, 
while far more analytic '^ than they, have not departed 
BO widely in structural outlines as to warrant their being 
put in a distinct major group. An inflective language, 
■we must insist, may be analytic, synthetic, or polysyn- 
thetic. 

Latin and Greek are mainly afSxing in their method,- 
with the emphasis heavily on suffixing. The agglutina- 
tive languages are just as typically affixing as they, some 
among them favoring prefixes, others running to the use 
of Buf&xes. Affixing alone does not define iuilection. 
Possibly everything depends on just what kind of affix- 
ing we have to deal with. If we compare our English 
words farmer aud goodness with such words as height 
and depth, we cannot fail to be struck by a notable dif- 
ference in the affixing technique of the two sets. The 
-er and -ness are afifixed quite mechanically to radical 
elements which are at the same time independent words 
{farm, good). They are in no sense independently sig- 
nificant elements, but they convey their meaning (agen- 
tive, abstract quality) with unfailing directness. Their 
use is simple and regular and we should have no diflB- 
culty in appending them to any verb or to any adjec- 
tive, however recent in origin. From a verb to camou- 
fiage we may form the noun camouflager "one who 
camouflages," from an adjective jazzy proceeds with 



I 






IB This applioa more particularly to the Romance group: Italian, 
Bpanish, Portugese, French, Roiuaanian. Modem Gceek ia ~''' 
BO clearly analytic. 
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periecl ease the noun jazziness. It is different i 
height and depth. Functionally they are related to 
high and deep precisely as is goodness to good, but the 
degree of coalescence between radical element and affix 
is greater. Radical element and affix, while measurably 
diatinct, cannot be torn apart quite so readily as could 
the good and -ness of goodness. The -t of height is not 
the typical form of the affix (compare strength, length, 
filth, breadth, youth), while dep- is not identical with 
deep. We may desififDatt the two types of affixing as 
"fusing" and "juxtaposing." The juxtaposing tech- 
nique we may call an "agglutinative" one, if we like, 

Is the fusing technique thereby set off as the essence 
of inflection ? I am afraid that we have not yet 
reached our goal. If our language were crammed full 
of coalescences of the type of depth, but if, on the other 
band, it used the plural independently of verb concord 
(e.g., the books falls like the book falls, or the book fall 
like the books fall) , the personal endings independently 
of tense (e.g., the book fells like the book falls, or the 
hook fall like the book fell), and the pronouns inde- 
pendently of case (e.g., I see he like he sees me, or him 
see the man like the man sees him), we should hesitate 
to describe it as inflective. The mere fact of fusion 
does not seem to satisfy us as a clear indication of the 
inflective process. There are, indeed, a large number 
of languages that fuse radical element and aRix in as 
complete and intricate a fashion as one could hope to 
find anywhere without thereby giving signs of that par- 
ticular kind of formalism that marks off such languages 
as Latin and Greek as inflective. 

What is true of fusion is equally true of the "sym- 
bolic" processes.'* There are Unguists that speak of 
uSee pages 133, 134. 
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altematioiiB like drink and drank as though they repre- 
sented the high-water mark of inflection, a. kind of spir- 
itualized essence of pure inflective form. In such Greek 
forms, nevertheless, as pepomph-a ' ' I have sent, ' ' as con- 
trasted with pemp-o "I send," with its trebly symbolic 
change of the radical element (reduplicating pe-, change 
of e to o, change of p to ph), it is rather the peculiar 
alternation of the first person singular -a of the perfect 
with the -0 of the present that gives them their inflective 
east. Nothing could be more erroneous than to imagine 
that symbolic changes of the radical element, even for 
the expression of such abstract concepts as those of num- 
ber and tense, is always associated with the syntEictie 
peculiarities of an inflective language. If by an "ag- 
glotinative" language we mean one that affixes accord- 
ing to the juxtaposing technique, then we can only say 
that there are hundreds of fusing and symbolic lan- 
guages — non-agglutinative by definition— that are, foi 
all that, quite alien in spirit to the inflective type of 
Latin and Greek. We can call such languages inflective, 
if we like, but we must then be prepared to revise radi- 
cally our notion of inflective form, 

It is necessary to understand that fusion of the radi- 
cal element and the affix may be taken in a broader psy- 
chological sense than I have yet indicated. If every "" 
noun plural in English were of the type of book: hooks, 
if there were not such conflicting patterns as deer: deer, 
ox: oxen, goose: geese to complicate the general form 
picture of plurality, there is little doubt that the fusion 
of the elements book and -s into the unified word books 
would be felt as a little less complete than it actually is. 
One reasons, or feels, unconsciously about the matter 
Bomewhat as follows: — If the form pattern represented 
hy the word books ia identical, as far a& nsA ^& ca-Q.<^<i:.-En%&., 
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with that of the word oxen, the plorsliziiLg elements -a 
sod -en eanDot have quite so definite, quite so autono- 
mous, a value aa we might at first be inclined to sap- 
pose. They are plural elements only in so far as plural- 
ity ifl predicated of certain seleeted concepts. The words 
books and oxen are therefore a little other than mechani- 
cal combinations of the aj-mbol of a thing {book, ox) and 
a clear symbol of plurality. There is a slight psycho- 
logical uncertainty or haze about the juncture in books 
and ox-en. A little of the force of -s and -en is anticipated 
by, or appropriated by, the words book and ox them- 
selves, juat as the coiieeptaal force of -th in dep-tTi is 
appreciably weaker than that of -ness in good-ness in 
spite of the functional parallelism between depth and 
goodness. Where there is uncertainty about the junc- 
ture, where the afiised element cannot rightly claim to 
■ possess its full share of significance, the unity of the 
complete word is more strongly emphasized. The mind 
must rest on aoraething. If it cannot linger on the 
constituent elements, it hastens all the more eagerly 
to the acceptance of the word as a whole. A word like 
goodness illustrates "agglutination," boohs "regular 
fusion," depth "irregular fusion," geese "symbolic fu- 
sion" or "symbolism."'* 

The psychological distinctness of the affixed elements 
in an agglutinative term may be even more marked than 
in the -ness of goodness. To be strictly accurate, the 
significance of the --ness is not quite as inherently deter- 

iB The following formula may prove useful to those that are 
mathematically inclinad. Agglutination: c = a-f-b) regular fu- 
sion; c = a-)-{b — x) -}-i; irregular fusion; c^(a — s)-J- 
(b — y) + (x-|-r); Bymbolism: c;=(a~x)+x. I do not wisli 
to Imply that there is any mystic value in the? process of fusion. 
It is quite likely to have developed as a purely mechanical prod- 
uct of jhonetic forces that brought about ij-"""''—-;''" "* —;— 
Bort^ 
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mined, as autonomous, as it might be. It is at the mercy 
of the preceding radical element to this extent, that it 
requires to bu preceded by a particular type of such 
element, an adjective. Its own power is thus, in a man- 
ner, cheeked in advance. The fusion here, however, is 
80 vague and elementary, so much a matter of course in 
the great majority of all cases of afSjcing, that it is 
natural to overlook its reality and to emphasize rather 
the juxtaposing or agglutinative nature of the affixing 
process. If the -Jiess could be affixed as an abstractive 
element to each and every type of radical element, if 
we could say figktness ("the act or quality of fighting") 
or watemess {"the quality or state of water") or away- 
ness ("the state of being away") as we can s&y goodness 
("the state of being good"), we should have moved ap- 
preciably nearer the agglutinative pole. A language 
that runs to synthesis of this loose-jointed sort may be 
looked upon as an example of the ideal agglutinative 
type, particularly if the concepts expressed by the agglu- 
tinated elements are relational or, at the least, belong to 
the abstracter class of derivational ideas. 

Instructive forms may be cited from Nootka. We 
shall return to our "fire in the house," " The Nootka 
word imkw-ikl "fire in the house" is not as definitely 
formalized a word as its translation suggests. The 
radical element irUkw- "fire" is really as much of a 
verbal as of a nominal term; it may be rendered now 
by "fire," now by "bum," according to the syntactic 
exigencies of the sentence. The derivational element -ihl 
"in the house" does not mitigate this vagueness or gen- 
erality; inikw-ihl is still "fire in the house" or "burn 
in the house." It may be definitely nominalized or ver- 
balized by the affixing of elements that are exclusively 
' i«Sce page 110. 
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nominal or verbal in force. For example, inih 
with its suffixed article, is a clear-cut nominal form: 
"the burning in the hoose, the fire in the house"; 
mikw-ihi-ma, with its indicative saffiz, is just as clearly 
verbal : " it burns in the house. ' ' How weak must be the 
degree of fusion between "fire in the house" and the 
nominalizing or verbalizing sufSx is apparent from the 
fact that the formally indifferent udkwtM is not an ab- 
straction gained by analysis but a full-fledged word, 
ready for use in the sentence. The nominalizing -'i and 
the indicative -ma are not fused form-affixes, they are 
simply additions of formal import. But we can con- 
tinue to hold the verbal or nominal nature of inikunhl 
in abeyance long before we reach the -'i or -ma-. We can 
pluralize it: inikuf-ihl-'minih ; it is still either "fires in 
the house" or "bum plurally in the house." "We can 
diminutivize this plural : inikw-ikl- 'minih- 'is, ' ' little 
fires in the house" or "bum plurally and slightly in the 
house," What if we add the preterit tense suffix -itt 
Ib not inikw-ihi-'minik-'is-it necessarily a verb: "several 
small fires were burning ill the house"? It is not. It 
may still be nominalized; inikwiM'minik'isil-'i means 
"the former small fires in the house, the little fires that 
were once burning in the house." It is not an un- 
ambiguous verb until it is given a form that excludes 
every other possibility, as in the indicative inikwihl- 
minik'isit-a "acveral small fires were burnit^ in the 
house." We recognize at once that the elements -ikl, 
-'minik, -'is, and -it, quite aside from the relatively con- 
crete or abstract nature of their content and aside, fur- 
ther, from the degree o£ their outer (phonetic) cohe- 
sion with the elements that precede them, have a psycho- 
logical independence that our own affixes never have. 
TJjejr are typically agglulmatei e)ie.-aie,tiWi, 'Oaw\^'a. they 
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have no greater external independence, are no more 
capable of living apart from the radical element to which 
they are sufBxed, than the -ness and goodness or the -» 
of books. It does not follow that an agglutinative lan- 
guage may not make use of the principle of fusion, both 
external and psychological, or even of symbolism to a 
considerable extent. It ia a question of tpndpnj^v. Ia| 
the formative slant clearly towards the agglutinative! 
methodt Then the language ia "agglutinative." Asi 
such, it may be prefixing or aufiixing, analytic, sjTithetie, 
or polysynthetie. 

To return to inftection. An inflective language like 
Latin or Greek uses the method of fusion, and this 
fusion has an inner psychological as well as an outer 
phonetic meaning. But it is not enough that the fusion 
operate merely in the sphere of derivational concepts 
(group II}," it must involve the syntactic relations, 
which may either be expressed in unalloyed form (group 
IV) or, as in Latin and Greek, as "concrete relational 
concepts" (group III)." As far as Latin and Greek 

n See Chapter V. 

1' If we deny the application of the t«nn "inflective" to fiuing 
languages that expresa the Byntactic relations in pure form, that 
Ib, without the admixture of iueh concppts as number, gender, and 
tense, merely fHvaune such admixture ib familiar to uh in l4ltlii 
«nd Oreek, we malte of "inflection" an even more arbitrary con- 
cept than it need be. At the same time it ia true that the method 
of fusion itself tends to hreak down the wall between our concep- 
tual groups IT and TV, to crsatc group Itl. Yet the poesibility 
of such "inflective" languages should not be denied. In tnodem 
Tibetan, for instance, in which rontcpta of group II are but 
weakly exprestied. if at all, and in whi^h the tplatioiial concepts 
(e.g.. the genitiTe, the agentive or instnimenial 1 are expressed 
without alloy of thp material, we get niany interesting examples 
of fusion, even of aymbolieio. Mi lU, e.g., "man this, the man" 
]■ an abBoluttve form which may be ueed ae the sabject of an 
intransitive verb. When the verb is transitive (really passive), 
the n^picnll subject bae to take the agentivc form. Mi di then 
Iwcomes tni di "hy the man," the vowel of the demonstrative pro- 
BOtui (or article) being merely lengtheried, l.T\ieTt \6 ■^tttofMci 
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are eoneemed, their inflection consists essentially of the 
fusing of elements that express logically impure rela- 
tional eonceptfi with radical elements and with elements 
expressing derivational eoneepta. Both fusion as a gen- 
eral method and the expression of relational concepts 
in the word are necessary to the notion of "inflection." 
But to have thus defined inflection is to doubt the 
value of the term as descriptive of a major class. "Why 
emphasize both a technique and a particular content at 
one and the same time? Surely we should be clear 
in our minds as to whether we set more store by one 
or the other. "Fusional" and "symbolic" contrast with 
"agglutinative," which is not on a par with "inflective" 
at all. What are we to do with the fusional and sym- 
bolic languages that do not express relational concepts 
in the word but leave them to the sentence? And are 
we not to distinguish between agglutinative languages 
that express these same concepts in the word — in so far 
inflective-like — and those that do not? We dismissed 
the scale; analytic, synthetic, polysynthetic, aa too 
merely quantitative for our purpose. Isolating, affix- 
ing, symbolie^this also seemed insufiieient for the reason 
that it laid too much stress on technical externals. Iso- 
lating, agglutinative, fusional, and symbolic is a pre- 
ferable scheme, but still skirts the external. We shall 
do best, it seems to me, to hold to "inflective" as a val- 
uable suggestion for a broader and more consistently de- 
veloped scheme, as a hint for a classification based on 
the nature of the concepts expressed by the language. 

also a change in the tone of the syllable.) This, of course, is of 
the very eeaence of inflection. It is an amusing coramentary on 
the iosuffieiency of our current linguiBtic ctaRHifioatLon, which 
considers "inflective" and "ieolating" as worlds aaunder, that 
modem Tibetan may be not inaptly described as an isolating lan- 

gfage, aside from such examples of fusion and Bymbolism as the 

foregviBg. 



TYPES OF LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE 145 

The other two elassificationa, the first baaed on degree 
of synthesis, the second on degree of fusion, may be re- 
tained as intercrossing schemea that give ua the oppor- 
tunity to subdivide our main conceptual types. 

It is well to recall that all languages must needs ex- 
press radical concepts (group I) and relational ideas 
(group IV), Of the two other large groups of con- 
cepts — derivational (group II) and mixed relational 
(group III) — both may be absent, both present^ or only 
one present. This gives us at once a simple, incisive, 
and absolutely inclusive method of classifying aU known 
languages. They are : 

A. Such as express oidy concepts of groups I and 
IV; in other words, languages that keep the syntactic 
relations pure and that do not possess the power to 
modify the significance of their radical elements by 
means of affixes or internal changes.'! We may call 
these Pure-relational non-deriving languages or, more 
tersely, Simple Pv/re-relational languages. These are 
the languages that cut most to the bone of linguistic 
expression. , 

B. Such as express concepts of groups I, II, and IV; 
in other words, languages that keep the syntactic rela- 
tions pure and that also possess the power to modify 
the significance of their radical elements by means oE 
affixes or internal changes. These are the Fure-rela- 
tioTial deriving languages or Complex Pure-relationai 
languages. 

IB I am eliminating entirely tlie poasibility of compounding 
two or more radical elemente into single words ox word-like 
phrases (see pagpa 67-701. To expreBsiy ponsider eompounding in 
the present survey of types would be to complicate our problem 
unduly. Most languages that poaseBS no derivational aAlxes of 
Kay sort may nevertbeleHS freely compound radical elements (in- 
dependent worilal . Such compounds often hive «. &lW^ *iteaX. vcm^ 
ulates the unity ol single words. 
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C. Si'ch as express concepts of groups I and III ; " 
in other words, languages in which the syntactic rela- 
tions arc expressed in necessary connection with con- 
cepts that are not utterly devoid of concrete signiflcanee 
but that do not, apart from such mixture, possess the 
power to modify the significance of their radical elements 
by means of afSxes or internal changes.^^ These are the 
Mixed-relational non^deriving languages or Simple 
Mixed-relational languages. 

D. Such as express concepts of groups I, II, and III ; 
in other words, languages in which the syntactic rela- 
tions are expressed in mixed form, as in C, and that 
also possess the power to modify the significance of their 
radical elements by means of affixes or internal changes. 
These are the Mixed-relational deriving lang^iages or 
Complex Mixed-relational languages. Here belong the 
"inflective" languages that we are most familiar with 
as well as a great many "agglutinative" languages, some 
" polysynthetic, " others merely synthetic. 

This conceptual classification of languages, I must re- 
peat, does not attempt to take account of the technical 
externals of language. It answers, in effect, two funda- 

10 We may asaiime t)iat in these langua^s and in those of 

type U all or moat of the relational concepts are expreaeed In 
'Tnixed" form, that such a concept as that of aubjectivlty, tat 
inBtance, cannot be expreaaed wit)iotit aimultaneously involvinr 
numher or gender or that an active verb form must be paHsesned 
of a definite tense. Hence group III will he undcratood to include, 
or rather abBorb, group IV. Theoretically, of coiirae, certain rela- 
tional coneeptB may be expressed pure, others mised, hut in prac- 
tice it will not be found csHy to make the distinction. 

ti The line between types C and D cannot be very sharply 
drawn. It is a matter larRely of degree, A lanpiage of mark- 
edly mined -relational type, but of tittle power of derivation pure 
and simple, such as Bantu or French, may be conveniently put 
into type C, even though it ia not devoid of a nnmber of deriva- 
tionml' affixeB. Roughly BpeakinR, latieuacres of type C may t» 
ridered as highly a,nalytic t"p\i.T\6ea" 1 larai?,Q\^.-^Y=^. .^^^ 
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mental questions concerning the translation of concepts 
into linguistic symbols. Does the language, in the first 
place, keep its radical concepts pure or does it build up 
its concrete ideas by an aggregation of inseparable ele- 
ments (types A and C versus types B and D) ! And, 
in the second place, does it keep the basic relational con- 
cepts, such as are absolutely unavoidable in the ordering 
of a proposition, free of an admixture of the concrete or 
not (types A and B versus types C and D) H The sec- 
ond question, it seems to me, is the more fundamental of 
the two. We can therefore simplify our classification 
and present it in the following form : 



I. Pure-relational Languages 



II. Mised-Telational Languages 



( A. Simple 

I B. Complex 

1 C. Simple 

\ D. Complex 



The classification is too sweeping and too broad for 
an easy, descriptive survey of the many varieties of 
human speech. It needs to be amplified. Each of the 
types A, B, C, D may be subdivided into an agglutina- 
tive, a fusional, and a symbolic sub-type, according to the 
prevailing method of modification of the radical 
element. In type A we distinguish in addition an 
isolating sub-type, characterized by the absence of 
all affixes and modifications of the radical element. In 
the isolating languages the syntactic relations are ex- 
pressed by the position of the words in the sentence. 
This is also true of many languages of type B, the terms 
"agglutinative," "fusional," and "symbolic" applying 
in their ease merely to the treatment of tihe de.T^^i.'Mswi, 
rot the relational, concepts. Such Ya'&%a&^,ei& c«i^&.^i* 
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termed ' ' aggiutinative-iaolating, " " fnsiotial- isolating" 
and "aymbolie-isolating." 

This brings up the important general consideration 
that the method of handling one group of concepts need 
not in the least be identical with that used for another. 
Compound terms could be used to indicate this difEer- 
ence, if desired, the first element of the compound re- 
ferring to the treatment of the concepts of group II, 
the second to that of the concepts of groups III and 
IV. An "agglutinative" language would normally be 
taken to mean one that agglutinates all of its affixed ele- 
ments or that does so to a preponderating extent. In 
an " agglutinative-fusional' ' language the derivational 
elements are agglutinated, perhaps in the form of pre- 
fixes, while the relational elements (pure or mixed) are 
fused with the radical element, possibly as another set 
of prefixes following the first set or in the form of suf- 
fixes or as part prefixes and part suffixes. By a "fa- 
sional-agglutinative " language we would understand one 
that fuses its derivational elements but allows a greater 
independence to those that indicate relations. All these 
and similar distinctions are not merely theoretical pos- 
sibilities, they can be abundantly illustrated from the 
descriptive facts of linguistic morphology. Further, 
should it prove desirable to insist on the degree of elabo- 
ration of the word, the terms "analytic," "synthetic," 
and "polysynthetic" can be added as descriptive terms. 
It goes without saying that languages of type A are nec- 
essarily analytic and that languages of type C also are 
prevailingly analytic and are not likely to develop be- 
yond the synthetic stage. 

But we must not make too much of terminology. 
Mach depends on the relative emphasis laid on this or 
^^^^^^at feature or point oEvievj, "^^lam^iOciftiQtclaasifH^^ 
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languages here developed has thia great advantage, that 
it can be refined or simplified according to the needa 
of a particular discussion. The degree of synthesis may 
be entirely ignored; "fusion" and "symbolism" may 
often be combined with advantage under the head of 
"fusion"; even the difference between agglutination 
and fusion may, if desired, be set aside as either too 
difficult to draw or as irrelevant to the issue. Languages,^ 
after all, are exceedingly complex historical structures. I 
It is of less importance to put each language in a neat 
pigeon-hole than to have evolved a flexible method which 
enables ua to place it, from two or three independent 
standpoints, relatively to another language. All thia is 
not to deny that certain linguistic types are more stable 
and frequently represented than others that are just aa 
possible from a theoretical standpoint. But we are too 
ill-informed as yet of the structural spirit of great num- 
bers of languages to have the right to frame a classifica- 
tion that is other than flexible and experimental. 

The reader will gain a somewhat livelier idea of the 
possibilities of linguistic morphology by glancing down 
the subjoined analytical table of selected types. The 
columns 11, III, IV refer to the groups of concepts ao 
numbered in the preceding chapter. The letters a, b, c, 
d refer respectively to the processes of isolation (poai- 

I tion in the sentence), agglutination, fusion, and sym- 
bolism. Where more than one technique is employed, 

' they are put in the order of their importance.^^ 

22 In defining the type to which, a language belongs one must 
be careful not to be misled by strueturftl fuaturea which ara 
mere auiriralE of an older stage, which have no productive • 
life and do not enter into the uncoDBcious patterning of the 

' language. All languages arc littered with audi petrified bodies. 

I The English -ster of spinster and 'Webster ia an old agentive 
Hoffix, but, as far aa tlie feeling of tlie present ■Ein^\\aV.-».'^ta^i.i^t 
generation ia concerned, it cannot be aaii to fieXV^ «kw<'- **• 
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I need hardly point out that these examples are far 
from exhausting the possibilities of linguistic structure. 
Nor that the fact that two languages are similarly classi- 
fied does not necessarily mean that they present a great 
similarity on the surface. We are here concerned with 
the most fundamental and generalized features of the 
spirit, the technique, and the degree of elaboration of 
a given language. Nevertheless, in numerous instances 
we may observe this highly suggestive and remarkable 
fact, that languages that fall into the same class have 
a way of paralleling each other in many details or in 
structural features not envisaged by the scheme of elaa- 
sificatiou. Thus, a most interesting parallel could be 
drawn on structural lines between Takelma and Greek, *^ 
languages that are as geographically remote from each 
other and as unconnected in a historical sense as two 
languages selected at random can well be. Their simi- 
larity goes beyond the generalized facts registered in 
the table. It would almost seem that linguistic features 
that are easily thinkable apart from each other, that 
seem to have no necessary connection in theory, have 
nevertheless a tendency to cluster or to follow together 
in the wake of some deep, controlling impulse to form 

all; tpingter and Web$ter have been completely disconnected 
from the etTmolugical group ot spin and of weave {leeb]. Simi- 
laily, there are hoata of related worda in Chinese whitJi differ 
in the initial conBonast, the vowel, the tone, or in the preaenca 
or absence of a final consonant. Even where the Chinaman feels 
the etymological Telationahip, as in certain cases he can hardly 
help doing, he can assign no particular function to the phonetic 
variation as such. Hence it forms no live feature of the language- 
mechanism and muat be ignored in defining the general form of 
the language. The caution is all the more necessar;^, as it is 
preciselj the foreigner, who approaches a new language with a 
certain prying inquiaitivenesB, that ia most apt to see life in 
vestigial features which the native is either completely unaware of 
or (eels merely as dead form. 
^'Not Greek specifically, of coarse, but as a. typical repieeente- 
tim ot Indo-European, 
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that dominates their drift. If, therefore, we can only 
be sure of the intuitive similarity of two given lan- 
guages, of their possession of the same submerged form- 
feeling, we need not be too much surprised to find that 
they seek and avoid certain linguistic developments in 
common. We are at present very far from able to de- 
fine just what these fundamental form intuitions are. 
We ean only feel them rather vaguely at best and must 
content ourselves for the most part with noting their 
symptoms. These symptoms are being garnered in our 
descriptive and historical grammars of diverse lan- 
guages. Some day, it may be, we shall be able to read 
from them the great underlying ground-plans. 

Such a purely technical classification of languages as 
the current one into "isolating," "agglutinative," and 
"inflective" (read "fusional") cannot claim to have 
great value as an entering wedge into the discovery of 
the intuitional forms of language, I do not koow 
whether the suggested classification into four conceptual 
groups is likely to drive deeper or not. My own feel- 
ing is that it does, but clarifications, neat constructions 
of the speculative mind, are slippery things. They have 
to be tested at every possible opportunity before they 
have the right to cry for acceptance. Meanwhile we 
may take some encouragement from the application of 
a rather curious, yet simple, historical test. Languages 
are in constant process of change, but it is only reason- 
able to suppose that they tend to preserve longest what 
is most fundamental in their structure. Now if we take 
great groups of genetically related languages,'* we find 
that as we pass from one to another or trace the course 
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** Such, in other words, aa can be shown by docuaieiAa.v^ 
comparative evidence to have been deiWed tiom a. onmiuf&- <«>« 
Bee CbMfter VII. 
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of their development we frequently encounter a gradi 
change of morphological type. This ia not surprising, 
for there is no reason why a language should remain per- 
manently true to its ori^nal form. It is interesting, 
however, to note that of the three intercrossing classifi- 
cations represented in our table (conceptual type, tech- 
nique, and degree of synthesis), it is the degree of syn- 
thesis that seems to change most readily, that the tech- 
nique is modifiable but far less readily so, and that the 
conceptual type tends to persist the longest of all. 

The illustrative material gathered in the table is far 
too scanty to serve as a real basis of proof, but it ia 
highly suggestive as far as it goes. The only changes 
of conceptual type within groups of related languages 
that are to be gleaned from the table are of B to A 
(Shilluk as contrasted with Ewe;^^ Classical Tibetan as 
contrasted with Modern Tibetan and Chinese) and of 
D to C (French as contrasted with Latin ^'). But types 
A : B and C : D are respectively related to each other as 
a simple and a complex form of a still more fundamental 
type (pure-relational, mixed-relational). Of a passage 
from a pure- relational to a mixed-relational type or vice 
versa I can give no convincing examples. 

The table shows clearly enough how little relative per- 
manence there is in the technical features of language. 
That highly synthetic languages {Latin; Sanskrit) have 
frequently broken down into analytic forms (French; 

sBTheae are far-eaatern and far-western repreapntativeB of the 
"Soudan" firoup recently proposed l)_y D. Weatemiann. The 
genetic relationship between Ewe and Shilluk ia exceedingly re- 
mote at beat. 

28 This caae is doubtful at that. I have put French in C rather 
than in D with conaiderable raiagivingB. Everything depends on 
how one evaluates elements like -al in national, -U in iant4. or 
re- in reloumer. They are common enough, but are they aa alive, 
aa little petrified or bookieh, e,a our Sn^Ut < . - 




F 



TYPES OF LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE 155 

Bengali) or that agglutinative languages (Finnish) have 
in many instances gradually taken on "inflective" fea- 
tures are well-known facts, but the natural inference does 
not seem to have been often drawn that possibly the 
contrast between synthetic and analytic or agglutinative 
and "inflective" (fusional) is not so fun^lamental after 
ail. Turning to the Ini«-Chineae languages, we find that 
Chinese is as near to being a perfectly isolating language 
as any example we are likely to find, while Classical Ti- 
betan has n»t inly fusional hut strong symbolic features 
(e.g,, g-tong-ba "to give," past b-tang, future g-tang, 
imperative thong) ■ but both are pure-relational lan- 
guages. Ewe is either isolating or only barely agglutina- 
tive, while Shilluk, though soberly analytic, is one of the 
most definitely symbolic languages I know ; both of these 
Soudanese languages are pure-relational. The relation- 
ship between Polynesian and Cambodgian is remote, 
though practically certain; while the latter has more 
markedly fusional features than the former," both con- 
form to the complex pure-relational type. Tana and 
Salinan are superficially very dissimilar languages. 
Yana is highly polysynthetic and quite typically agglu- 
tinative, Salinan is no more synthetic than and as irreg- 
ularly and compactly fusional ("inflective") as Latin 
both are pure-relational. Chinook and Takelma, re 
motely related languages of Oregon, have diverged very 
far from each other, not only as regards technique and 
Bynthesis in general but in almost all the details of 
their structure ; both are complex mixed-relational lan- 
guages, though in very different ways. Facts such as 
these seem to lend color to the suspicion that in the 
contrast of pure- relational and mixed- relational (or con- 
crete-relational) we are confronted by something deeQer, 
3T In epite of its more isolating cast. 
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more far-reaching, than the contrast of nolatinc 
tinatiye, and fnsionaL^ 



s«In a book of this sort it is naturaUy impossible ti 
adequate idea of linguistic structure in its Tarying fon 
a few scbematic indications are possible. A separat 
would be needed to breathe life into the scheme. Such 
would point out the salient structural characteristics o 
ber of languages, so selected as to nve the reader an im 
tlie formal eoonon^ of strikingly diTergent types. 



LANGUAGE AS A HISTORICAL PRODUCT: 
DRIFT 

EvEBT ONE knows that language is variable. Two in- 
dividuals of the same generation and locality, speaking~" 
"preciBely the same dialect and moving in the same social 
circles, are never absolu tely at one^n their speed 
hahits. A minute investigation of the speech of each 
individual would reveal countless differences of detail — ' 
in choice of words, in sentence structure, in the relative 
frequency with which particular forms or combinations 
of words are used, iu the pronunciation of particular 
vowels and consonants and of combinations of vowels 
and consonants, in all those features, such as speed, 
stress, and tone, that give life to spoken language. ^ In J 
a sense they apeak slightly divergent dialects of the^ J 
Banfe"taiiguage rather than identically the same language. i 

There is an important difference, however, between 
individual and dialectic variations. If we take two 
closely 'related dialects, say English as spoken by the 
"middle classes" of London and English as spoken by 
the average New Yorker, we observe that, however much 
the individual speakers in each city differ from 
each other, the body of Londoners forms a compact, rela- 
tively unified group in contrast to the body of New 
Yorkers. The individual variations are swamped in or 
absorbed by certain major agreements — say of pronun- 
ciation and vocabulary — which ata.iid QU\. ■^crj ^'ctoo^ 
157 
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when the language of the group as a whole is contrasted 
with that of the other group. This means that there is 
something like au ideal linguistic entity dominating the 
apeeeh habits of the members of each group, that the 
sense of almost unlimited freedom which each individual 
feels in the use of his language is held in leash by a 
tacitly directing norm. One individual plays on the 

■ norm in a way peculiar to himself, the next individual 
is nearer the dead average in that particular respect in 
which the first speaker most characteristically departs 
from it but in turn diverges from the average in a way 
I peculiar to himself, and so on. What keeps the indi- 
.vidual's variations from rising to dialectic importance 
is not merely the fact that they are in any event of 
small moment— there are well-marked dialectic variations 
that are of no greater magnitude than individual varia- 
tions within a dialect — it is chiefly that they are silently 

I "corrected" or canceled by the consensus of usage.j If 
all the speakers of a given dialect wei% arranged in 
order in accordance with the degree of their conformity 
to average usage, there is little doubt that they would 
constitute a very finely intergrading series clustered 
about a well-defined center or norm. The differences 
between any two neighboring speakers of the series ' 
would be negligible for any but the most microscopic 
linguistic research. The differences between the outer- 
most members of the series are sure to be considerable, 
in all likelihood considerable enough to measure up to 
a true dialectic variation. What prevents us from say- 
ing that these untypical indi-viduals speak distinct dia- 
lects is that their peculiarities, as a unified whole, are 
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not referable to another norm than the norm of their 
own series. 

If the speech of any member of the series could acto-J 
ally be made to fit into another dialect series,' we shouldl 
have no true barriers between dialects (and languages) | 
at aU. We should merely have a continuous series of 
individual variations extending over the whole range 
of a historically unified linguistic area, and the cutting 
up of this large area (in some eases embracing parts of 
several continents) into distinct dialects and languages 
would be an essentially arbitrary proceeding with no 
warrant save that of practical convenience. But such a 
eonceptjon of the nature of dialectic variation does not 
correspond to the facts as we know them. Isolated in- 
dividuals may be found who speak a compromise be- 
tween two dialects of a language, and if their number 
and importance increases they may even end by creat- 
ing a new dialectic norm of their own, a dialect in which 
the extreme peculiarities of the parent dialects are ironed 
out. In course of time the compromise dialect may ab-\ 
sorb the parents, though more frequently these will tend\ 
to linger indefinitely as marginal forms of the enlarged | 
dialect area. But such phenemena — and they are com- 
mon enough in the history of language — are evidently 
quite secondary. They are closely linked with such so-- 
«al developments as the rise of nationality, the forma-j 
tion of literatures that aim to have more than a local] 
.appeal, the movement of rural populations into the cities,! 
and all those other tendencies that break up the intense] 
'localism that unsophisticated man baa always found 
natural. 

3 Observe that ne are Epeaking of aa individual's speech as a 
^^hole. It is not a queation of iaolating some particular pecu- 
liarity of pronunciation or usage and noting its tMKoteNAmta ^*i 
jar identity with a. feature in anotUeT dialect. 
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The explanation of primary dialectic difference 
still to seek. It is evidently not enough to say that if 
a dialect or language is spoken in two distinct localitiea 
or by two distinct social strata it naturally takes on 
distinctive forms, which in time come to be divergent 
enough to deserve the name of dialects. Thia is cei^ 
tainly tme as far as it goes. Dialects do belong in the 
first instance, to very definitely circumscribed social 
groupa, homogeneous enough to secure the common feel- 
ling and purpose needed to create a norm. But the em- 
barrassing question immediately arises. If all the indi- 
vidual variations within a dialect are being constantly 
leveled out to the dialectic norm, if there is no appre- 
ciable tendency for the individual's peculiarities to 
initiate a dialectic schism, why should we have dialectic 
variations at all? Ought not the norm, wherever and 
whenever threatened, automatically to reassert itself! 
Ought not the individual variations of each locality, even 
in the absence of intercourse between them, to cancel 
out to the same accepted speech average? 

If individual variations "on a flat" were the only 
kind of variability in language, I believe we should be 
at a loss to explain why and how dialects arise, why 
it is that a linguistic prototype gradually breaks up 
into a number of mutually unintelligible languages. But 
language is not merely something that is spread out 
in apace, as it were — a series of reflections in indi- 
vidual minds of one and the same timeless picture, Lan- 

^guage moves down time in a current of its own making. 

' It has a drift. If there were no breaking up of a lan- 
guage into dialects, if each language continued as a firm, 
aelf-eoutained unity, it would still be constantly moving 
Sway from any assignable norm, developing new fea- 

turea onceasingly and gradii8S\g taajiBfainiui ^ itself , ia3 
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a langaage so different from its starting point as to be 
' in: effect a new language. Now dialects arise not be- 
cause of tKe mere fact of individual variation but be- 
cause two or more groups of individuals have become 
sufficiently disconnected to drift apart, or independently, 
instead of together. So long as they keep strictly to- 
gether, no amount of individual variation would lead 
to the formation of dialects. In practice, of course, nd /^j^M 
language can be spread over a vast territory or evaJ ^H 
over a considerable area without showing dialectic va4 ^H 
riations, for it is impossible to keep a large population 
from segregating itself into local groups, the language 
of each of which tends to drift independently. Under 
cultural conditions such as apparently prevail to-day, 
conditions that fight localism at every turn, the tend- 
ency to dialectic cleavage is being constantly counter- ^^ 
acted and in part "corrected" by the uniformizing fae- ^H 
tors already referred to. Yet even in so young a conn- ^^M 
try as America the dialectic differences are not incon- ^^ 
siderable. 

Under primitive conditions the political groups arer 
small, the tendency to localism exceedingly strong. It| 
is natural, therefore, that the languages of primitive 
folk or of non-urban populations in general are differ- , 
entiated into a great number of dialects. There are ^^- 
parts of the globe where almost every village has its ^^M 
own dialect. The life of the geographically limited ^^H 
community is narrow and intense; its speech is corre- ^^ 
spondingly peculiar to itself. _It is exceedingly doubtful 
if a language will ever be spoken over a wide area with- 
out niultiplying itself dialect ically. No sooner are the 
old dialects ironed out by compromises or ousted by the 
spread and influence of the one dialect which is cul- 
turally predominant when a new eioip ot iia^wfts mvm»I 
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to undo the leveling work of the past. This is pre- 
cisely what happened in Greece, for instance. In 
classical antiquity there were spoken a large number 
of local dialects, several of which are represented in 
the literature. As the cultural supremacy of Athens 
grew, its dialect, the Attie, spread at the expense 
of the rest, until, in the so-called Hellenistic period 
following the Macedonian conquest, the Attie dia- 
lect, in the vulgarized form known as the "Koine," be- 
came the standard speech of all Greece, But this lia- 
guiatic uniformity ^ did not long continue. During the 
two millennia that separate the Greek of to-day from 
its classical prototype the Koine gradually split up into 
a number of dialects. Now Greece is as richly diversi- 
fied in speech as in the time of Homer, though the pres- 
ent local dialects, aside from those of Attica itself, are 
not the lineal descendants of the old dialects of pre- 
Alexandrian days.* The experience of Greece is not 
exceptional. Old dialeets are being continually wiped 
out only to make room for new ones. Languages ean 
Icbange at so many points of phonetics, inoFphology, and' 
IvocabuTary that it is not surprising that once the lin- 
guistic community is broken it should slip off in diifer- 
I ent directions. It would be too much to expect a locally 
diversified language to develop along strictly parallel 
lines. If once the speech of a locality has begun to drift 
on its own account, it is practically certain to move fur- 
ther and further away from its linguistic fellows. Fail- 

■ It is doubtful if we have tlie right to apeak of linguiatic udi- 
formity even during the predominance of the Koine. It is hardly 
conceivable that when the various groups of non-Attic Greeki 
took on the Koine they did not at once tinge it with dialectio 
peculiarities induced hy their previous apoecli habits. 

* The Zaeonic dialect of Laeedaemon la the sole exception. It 
Sb not derived from the Koine, hut atemB directly from the Dam 
dialect ol iSparta. 
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ing the retarding effect of dialectic interinfluences, 
which I have already touched upon, a group of dialects 
is bound to diverge on the whole, each from all of the 
others. 

In course of time each dialect itself splits up into sub- 
dialects, which gradually take on the dignity of dialects 
"proper while the primary dialects develop into mutu- 
ally unintelligible languages. And so the budding proc- 
ess continues, until the divergences become so great that 
none but a linguistic student, armed with his docu- 
mentary evidence and with his comparative or recon- 
structive method, would infer that the languages in 
question were genealogically related, represented inde- 
pendent lines of development, in other words, from 
a remote and common starting point. Yet it is as 
certain as any historical fact can be that languages so 
little reBpmbling each other aa Modern Irish, English, 
Italian, Greek, Russian, Armenian, Persian, and Ben- 
gali are but end-points in the present of drifts that 
converge to a meeting-point in the dim past. There is 
naturally no reason to believe that this earliest "Indo- 
European" (or "Afyan") prototype which we can in 
part reconstruct, in part but dimly guess at, is itself 
other than a single "dialect" of a group that has either 
become largely extinct or is now further represented by 
languages too divergent for oa, with our limited meant, 
to recognize as clear kin.' 

All languages that are known to be genetically r&J 
lated, i.e., to be divergent forms of a single protot3T)e,| 
may be considered as constituting a "linguistic stock, "| 
There is nothing final about a linguistic stock. When 

s Thoufih indicaiioiiB are not lacking of what these remoter kin 
of the Indo-European languages may be. Thia is disputed ground, 
liowever, and hardly fit subject for & pt\te\y ^eaK,T«\. ^o&j «&. 
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we set it up, we merely say, in effect, that thns far we 
caa go and no farther. At any point in the progress 
of our researches an unexpected ray of light may reveal 
the "stock" as but a "dialect" of a larger group. The 
terms dialect, language, branch, stock — it goes withont 
saying — are purely relative terms. They are convertible 
as oar perspective widens or contracts." It would be 
vain to speculate as to whether or not we shall ever be 
able to demonstrate that all languages stem from a com- 
mon source. Of late years linguists have been able to 
make larger historical syntheses than were at one time 
deemed feasible, just as students of culture have been 
able to show historical connections between culture areas 
or institutions that were at one time believed to be totally 
isolated from each other. The human world is eon- 
ti'acting not only prospectively but to the backward- 
probing eye of culture-history. Nevertheless we are as 
yet far from able to reduce the riot of spoken 
languages to a small number of "stocks." We must still 
operate with a quite considerable number of these stocks. 
Some of them, like Indo-European or Indo-Chinese, are 
spoken over tremendous reaches; others, like Basque,' 
have a curiously restricted range and are in all likeli- 
hood but dwindling remnants of groups that were at 
I one time more widely distributed. As for the single 
or multiple origin of speech, it is likely enough that lan- 

Iguage as a human institution (or, if one prefers, as a 
human "faculty") developed bat once in the history 
of the race, that all the complex history of language is 
a unique cultural event. Such a theory constructed 
"on general principles" is of no real interest, however, 



« "Dialect" in contrast to an accepted literary norm is a, 
the term tiat we are not co\iBi4cim^. 
'Spoken in France and Sbwh \n\,\«iTepntio^ftit'Bi^' 
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to lingiiistic science. What lies beyond the demonstrable 
must be liitt to the philosopher or the romancer. 

We must return to the conception of "drift" in lan- 
guage. If the historical changes that take place iu a 
language, if the vast accumulation of minute modifica- 
tions which in time results in the complete remodeling of 
the language, are not in essence identical with the indi- 
vidual variations that we note on every hand about us, 
if these variations are born only to die without a trace, 
while the equally minute, or even minuter, changes that 
make up the drift are forever imprinted on the history 
of the language, are we not imputing to this history a 
certain mystical quality? Are we not giving language 
a power to change of its own accord over and above the 
involuntary tendency of individuals to vary the norm? 
And if this drift of language is not merely the familiar 
flet of individual variations seen in vertical perspective, 
that is historically, instead of horizontally, that is in 
daily experience, what is itt Language exists o nly 
in so far as it is actually used — spoken and heard, 
ten and read! W hal" signrflcant changes take plai 
must exist, to begin with, as individual variations. 
is perfectly true, and yet it by no means follows that 
the general drift of language can be understood * fr«m 
an exhaustive descriptive study of these variations alone. 
They themselves are random phenomena,* like the waves 
of the sea, moving backward and forward in purposeless 
flux, .^he linguistic drift has direction. In ether w«rds, 
only those individual variations embody it or carry 
■which move in a certain direction, just as only certain 
"wave movements in the bay outline the tide. The drift 
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B Or rather apprehended, for we do not, in sober fact, entirely 
nnderatand it aa yet, 

S'Not ultimately random, of couree, only ie\a.\,vie\^ w>- 
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of a language is constituted by the anconscioos Beleetion 
on the part of its speakers of those individnal variations 
that are cumnlative in some special direction. This di- 
rection may be inferred, in the main, from the past 
history of the langaage. In the long nm any new fea- 
tore of the drift becomes part and parcel of the com- 
mon, accepted speech, but for a long time it may exist 
as a mere tendency in the speech of a few, perhaps of 
a despised few. As we look about ns and observe car- 
rent usage, it is not likely to occar to us that our lan- 
guage has a "slope," that the changes of the next few 
centuries are in a sense prefigured in certain obscure 
tendencies of the present and that these changes, when 
consummated, will be seen to be but continuations of 
changes that have been already effected. We feel 
rather that our language is practically a fixed system and 
that what slight changes are destined to take place in 
it are as likely to move in one direction as another. The 
feeling is fallacious. Our very uncertainty as to the 
impending details of change makes the eventual con- 
sistency of their direction all the more impressive. 

Sometimes we can feel where the drift is taking us^ 
even while we struggle against it. Probably the ma- 
jority of those who read these words feel that it is 
quite "ineoriect" to say "Who did you seel" We 
readers of many books are still very careful to say 
"Whom did you seeT" but we feel a little uncomfort- 
able (uncomfortably proud, it may be) in the process. 
We are likely tn avoid the locution altogether and to 
say "Who was it you sawV conserving literary tradi- 
tion (the "whom") with the dignity of sUence." The 

10 In relative claueea too we tend to avoid the objective form ot 
who." Inatead of "Tlie man whom I saw" we are likely to mj 
The man that I saw" oi "l^e moiv 'V m™!' .^^b 



folk makes no apology. "Whom did yon Bee?" might 
do for an epitaph, but "Who did you sect" ia the natu- 
ral form for an eager inquiry. It is of course the un* 
controlled speech of the folk to which we must looa 
for advance information as to the general linguistia 
movement. It is safe to prophesy that within a couple 
of hundred years from to-day not even the most learned 
jurist will be saying "Whom did you seeV" By that 
time the "whom" will be as delightfully archaic as the 
Elizabethan "his" for "its."" No logical or histori- 
cal argument will avail to save this hapless "whom," 
The demonstration " I : me :^ be : him — who : whom ' ' 
will be convincing in theory and will go unheeded 
in practice. 

Even now we may go so far as to say that the 
majority of us are secretly wishing they could say "Who 
did you see?" It would be a weight off their uncon- 
scious minds if some divine authority, overruling the 
lifted finger of the pedagogue, gave them carte hlanche. 
But we cannot too frankly anticipate the drift and 
maintain caste. We must affect ignoncnce' or"wTiiHlw 
Tte are going and rest content with our mental 
conflict — uncomfortable conscious acceptance of the 
"whom," unconscious desire for the "who."" Mean- 

11 "Its" was at one time as impertinent a. departure a.H the I 
"who" of "Who did you see!" It forced itself into English be- I 
cause the old cleavage between maeculine, feminine, and neuter I 
was being slowly and powerfully supplemented by a new one 
between thing-claBa and animnte-clasa. The latter claBniflcatioo. 
proved too vital to allow usage to couple males and things ("his") 
*» against femalea ("her"). The form "its" had to be created 
on the analogy of words like "man's," to satisfy the growing form 
feeling. The drift was strong enough to sanction a grammatical 
blunder. 

i" Psychoanalysta will recognize the mechanism. The mechan- 
iema of "repression of impulne" and of its symptomatic aym- 
bolization can be illustrated in the moat uneK^eiA«i. taT-utT* •*. 
ijidjvjdua? and group psychology. & IHQle ftei\CT?A -^a-sfiR^QW 
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while we indulge oar sneaking desire for the forbidden 
locution by the uae of the "who" in certain twilight 
cases in which we can cover up our fault by a bit of 
unconscious special pleading. Imagine that some one 
drops the remark when you are not listening attentive, 
"John Smith is coming to-night." You have not cao^it 
the name and ask, not "Whom did you sayl" but "Who 
did you say?" There is likely to be a little hesitation 
in the choice of the form, but the precedent of usages 
like "Whom did you see?" will probably not seem quite 
strong enough to induce a "Whom did you say?" Not 
quite relevant enough, the grammarian maj' remark, 
for a sentence like "Who did you say?" is not strictly 
analogous to "Whom did you see?" or "Whom did yon 
mean?" It is rather an abbreviated form of some such 
sentence as "Who, did you say, is coming to-nighf?" 
This is the special pleading that I have referred to, and 
it has a certain logic on its side. Yet the case is more 
hollow than the grammarian thinks it to be, for in reply 
to such a query as "You're a good hand at bridge, 
John, aren't you?" John, a little taken aback, might 
mutter "Did you say me?" hardly "Did you say I?" 
Yet the logic for the latter ("Did you say I was a good 
hand at bridge?") is evident. The real point is that 
there is not enough vitality in the "whom" to carry it 
over such little difScuIties as a "me" can compass with- 
l out a thought. The proportion "I: me — he: him = 
I who -.whom" is logically and historically sound, but 
\ psychologically shaky. "Whom did you see?" is cor- 
rect, but there is something false about its correctness. 
It is worth looking into the reason for our curious 

than Freud'a will eventually prove them to be as applicaljle h) 
ifce poping for abatratt form, the logical or eBthetit ordering 
of experience, ae to the Vda ut iVe tii-aWaa^'ia.X ni«^.\iuit«. ^^H 
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reluctance to use locations involving the word "whom," 
particularly in its interrogative sense. The only distinc- 
tively objective forms which we still possess in English 
are me, him, her (a little blurred because of its identity 
with the poaaessive her), vs, them, and whom. In all 
other eases the objective has come to be identical with 
the subjective— that is, in outer form, for we are not 
now taking account of position in the sentence. We ob- 
serve immediately in looking through the list of objec- 
tive forms that wkcnn. is psychologically isolated. Me, 
him, her, us, and them form a solid, well-integrated 
group of objective personal pronouns parallel to the 
subjective series /, he, she, we, they. The forms who 
and whom are technically "pronouns" but they are not 
felt to be in the same box as the personal pronouns. 
Whom has clearly a weak position, an exposed flank, 
for words of a feather tend to flock together, and if one 
strays behind, it is likely to incur danger of life. Now 
the other interrogative and relative pronouns {which, 
what, that), with which whom should properly flock, do 
not distinguish the subjective and objective forms. It 
is psychologically unsound to draw the line of form 
cleavage between whom and the personal pronouns on 
the one side, the remaining interrogative and relative 
pronouns on the other. The form groups should be sym- 
metrically related to, if not identical with, the function 
groups. Had which, what, and that objective forms 
parallel to whom, the position of this last would be more 
secure. As it is, there is something uneathetie about 
the word. It suggests a form pattern which is not filled 
out by its fellows. The only way to remedy the irregu- 
larity of form distribution is to abandon the whom alto- 
gether, for we have lost the power to create new objec- 
tive forms and cannot remodel our luliicK-'Ui'Vwi.t-fluA iecws* 
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BO as to make it parallel with the smaller group wito- 
whovi. Once this is done, toTio joins its fiock and our 
unconscious desire for form symmetry is satisfied. We 
do not secretly chafe at "Whom did you aeet" without 
reason.'* 

But the drift away from whom has still other deter- 
minants. The words wlio and whom in their interroga- 
tive sense are psychologically related not merely to the 
pronouns which and what, but to a group of interroga- 
tive adverbs — where, when, how — all of which are in- 
variable and generally emphatic. I believe it is safe 
to infer that there is a rather strong feeling in English 
that the interrogative pronoun or adverb, typically an 
emphatic element in the sentence, should be invariable. 

tThe inflective -m of whom is felt as a drag upon the 
rhetorical effectiveness of the word. It needs to be 
eliminated if the interrogative pronoun is to receive all 
its latent power. There is still a third, and a very 
powerful, reason for the avoidance of whom. The con- 
trast between the subjective and objective series of per- 
sonal pronouns (/, he, she, we, they: me, him, her, us, 
them) is in English associated with a difference of posi- 
tion. We say / see the man but the man sees me; he 
told him, never him he told or him told he. Such usages 
as the last two are distinctly poetic and archaic; they 
are opposed to the present drift of the language. Even 
in the interrogative one does not say Him, did you. seef 
It is only in sentences of the type Whom did you seet 
that an inflected objective before the verb is now used 

IS Note that it ib different with irhose. ThiB has not the 
HDppDrt of analogous possesBivE fomiR in itn awn functional group, 
hat the analogioal power of the great body of poHseaaivBB of 
nouna fman'i. hnv'a) bb welt ax of certain personal pronouna {hit, 
itn; en pri*dicatpd poeaeBalve alao fcera, yours, theira'l is sutn^nt 
to give it vitality. -j^^^™ 
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at all. On the other hand, the order in WTiom did you 
seef ia imperative becauae of its interrogative form; the 
interrogative pronoun or adverb normally comes first in 
the sentence {What are you doing? When did he got 
Where are you fromf). In the "whom" of Whom did 
you seef there is concealed, therefore, a conflict between 
the order proper to a sentence containing an inflected ob- 
jective and the order natural to a sentence with an inter- 
rogative pronoun or adverb. The solution Did you see 
whom? or Tou saw whom? " is too contrary to the idio- 
matic drift of our language to receive acceptance. The 
more radical solution Who did you seef is the one the 
language is gradually making for. 

These three conflicts— njn the score of fonn groupingi 
of rhetorical emphasis, and of order — are supplemented! 
by a fourth difficulty. The emphatic whom, with its , 
heavy build (half -long vowel followed by labial con- ^ 
sonant), should contrast with a lightly tripping syllable 
immediately following. In whom did. however, we have . 
an involuntary retardation that makes the locution sound 
"clumsy." This clumsiness is a phonetic verdict, quite 
apart from the dissatisfaction due to the grammatical 
factors which we have analyzed. The same prosodie ob- 
jection does not apply to such parallel locutions as what 
did and ivhen did. The vowels of what and when are 
shorter and their final consonants melt easily into the 
following d, which is ^ironounced in the same tongue 
position as t and n. Our instinct for appropriate 
rhythms makes it as difficult for us to feel content with i 
whom did as for a poet to use words like dreamsd and | 

>4 ABido from certain idiomatic uaag^H, an when Tnu saw whom? 
ia equivalent to Fou saw ao and to and that so and ao ts vyhoT 
In such sentences wftotn is pronouncBd high and lingpringly to 
emphasize the fart that the prerson just referred to b^ 'tiv!l\u^RaKc 
Ib not known or rtcognized, j 
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hummtd in a rapid line. Neither eonimon feeling not 
the poet's choice need be at all conscions. It may be 
that not all are eqaaUy sensitive to the rhythmic flow 

I of speech, bm it is probable that rhythm is an onctni- 
scions linguistie determinant even with those who set 
little store by its artistic use. In any event the poet's 
rhythms can only be a more sensitive and stylicized ap- 
plication of rhythmic tendencies that are characteristic 
of the daily speech of hia people. 

We have discovered no less than four factors which 
enter into our subtle disinclination to say "Whom did 
you see!" The nnedueated folk that says "Who did 
you seel" with no twinge of conscience has a more acute 
flair for the genuine drift of the language than ita 
students. Naturally the four restraining factors do 
not operate independently. Their separate energies, if 
we may make bold to use a mechanical concept, ate 
"canalized" into a single force. This force or minute 
embodiment of thu general drift of the language is p^- 
chologically registered as a slight hesitation in naJng 
the word whom. The hesitation is likely to be quite un- 
conscious, though it may be readily acknowledged when 
attention is called to it. The analysis is certain to be 
unconscious, or rather unknown, to the normal speaker." 
How, then, can we be certain in such an analysis as we 
have undertaken that all of the assigned determinants 
are really operative and not merely some one of them I 
Certainly they are not equally powerful in all cases. 
Their values are variable, rising and falling according 
to the individual and the locution." But that they really 

16 Studenta of language cannot be entirely normal in their Sitti- 
tudti tonarda their own speech. Perhaps it would be better to 
Hay "naive" than "normal. 
f >° It ta probably this variabiUty of value in the BigniQcoot 
eoapoujtdB of a general iiagaiatic &tv^\. Ui&t ia ruaponBtbla-i 
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exist, each in its own right, may sometimes be tested 
by the method of elimination. If one or other of the 
factors is missing and we observe a slight diminution in 
the corresponding psychological reaction ("hesitation" 
in our case), we may conclude that the factor is in other 
uses genuinely positive. The second of our four factors 
applies only to the interrogative use of whom, the fourth 
factor applies with more force to the interrogative than 
to the relative. We can therefore understand why a sen- 
tence like Is ke the man wJiom you referred to? though 
not as idiomatic as Is he the man (that) you referred tof 
(remember that it sina against counts one and three), 
is still not as difficult to reconcile with our innate feel- 
ing for English expression as Wkom did you see? If 
we eliminate the fourth factor from the interrogative 
usage," say in Whom are yoii looking atf where the 
Towel following whom relieves this word of its phonetic 
weight, we can observe, if I am not mistaken, a lesser 
reluctance to use the whom. Who are you looking atf 
might even sound slightly offensive to ears that welcome 
Who did j/ow see? 

We may set up a scale of "hesitation values" some- 
what after this fashion : 



Valne 1: factors 1, 3. "The man whom I referred to." 

Value 2: factors 1, 3, 4, "The man whom they referred to." 

Value 3: factors 1, 2, 3. "Whom are you looking atl" 

Value 4: factors 1, 2, 3, 4. "Whom did you seel" 



the rise of dial^tic variations. Each dialect continues the gen' I 
Bral drift of the common parent, but has not been able to hold I 
faat to constant values for each component of the drift. Devia- I 
tions as to the drift itaelf, at first alight, later cumulative, are | 
therefore unavoidable. 

1' Most sentences beginning with interrogative lohom. ».xa\i!t!Aq 
to be followed by did or does, do. Yet not a\\. 
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We may venture to surmise that while whom will tilti- 
mately disappear from English speech, locutions of the 
type Whom, did yoa see? will be obsolete when phrases 
like The man whom I referred to are still in lingering 
use. It is impossible to be certain, however, for we can 
never tell if we have isolated all the determinants of a 
drift. In our particular case we have ignored what may 
well prove to be a controlling factor in the history of 
who and whom in the relative sense. This is the uncon- 
scious desire to leave these words to their interrogative 
function and to concentrate on that or mere word order 
as expressions of the relative (e.g-i The man that I re- 
ferred to or The man I referred to). This drift, which 
does not directly concern the use of whom as such 
(merely of wAom as a form of who}, may have made 
the relative who obsolete before the other factors af- 
fecting relative whom have run their course. A consid- 
eration like this is instructive because it indicates that 
knowledge of the general drift of a language is insuffi- 
cient to enable us to see clearly what the drift is head- 
ing for. We need to know something of the relative 
potencies and speeds of the components of the drift. 

It is hardly necessary to say that the particular drifts 
involved in the use of whom are of interest to us not for 
their own sake but as symptoms of larger tendencies at 

I work in the language. At least three drifts of major 
importance are diseernihle. Each of these has oper- 
ated for centiirie.5, each is at work in other parts of our 
linguistic mechanism, each is almost certain to continue 

I for centuries, possibly millennia. The first is the fa- 
miliar tendency to level the distinction between the sub- 
jective and the objective, itself but a late chapter in 
' th& steady reduction of the old Indo-European system 
of sjntaetic eases. T\»\a B-yalem^-wKiih. is at present h 
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preserved in Lithuanian,^' was already considerably re- 
duced in the old Germanic language of which English, 
Dutch, German, Danish, and Swedish are modern dia- 
lectic forms. The seven Indo-European eases (nomi- 
native, genitive, dative, accusative, ablative, locative, in- 
strumental) had been already reduced to four (nomi- 
native, genitive, dative, accusative) . We know this from 
a careful comparison of and reeonatruction based on 
the oldest Germanic dialects of which we still have rec- 
ords (Gothic, Old Icelandic, Old High German, Anglo- 
Saxon). In the group of West Germanic dialects, for 
the study of which Old High German, Anglo-Saxon, 
Old Frisian, and Old Saxon are our oldest and most 
valuable sources, we still have these four cases, but the 
phonetic form of the case syllables is already greatly 
reduced and in certain paradigms particular eases have 
coalesced. The case system ia practically intact but it 
ia evidently moving towards further diaintegration. 
Within the Anglo-Saxon and early Middle English 
period there took place further changes in the same 
direction. The phonetic form of the case syllables be- 
came still further reduced and the distinction between 
' the accusative and the dative finally disappeared. The 
new "objective" is really an amalgam of old accusative 
and dative forms; thus, him, the old dative (we still say 
I give him fhe book, not "abbreviated" from / give 
to Tiim; compare Gothic imma, modern German ihm), 
toob over the funetiona of the old accusative (Anglo- 
Saxon kine; compare Gothic iiia. Modem German ikn) 
and dative. The distinction between the nominative and 
accusative was nibbled away by phonetic processes and 

18 Better, inrtrpd. than in our oldest Latin and Grpek records. 
The old Indo-Iranian lanpiagea alone (Sanekrit. Avestan) show 
an equally or more arphaic status of the Incio-EiiroiieB.D. ^ait^A. 
ton^e as regards case forms. 
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nunphologieal lerelings onto only eertun pnnoiinB »■ 
taioed diitinetiTe sob jectire and objeetiTe f omta. 

Id later medieTal and in moden times there h&Te been 
comparatirely few apparent changes in oar case system 
apart from the gradnal replacemezit of tMou — ties (sm- 
golar) and subjevtiTe ye — objeettve you (ploral) b^ a 
■ingle ondifferentiated form yon. All the while, bo»- 
ever, the ease system, sneh as it is (subjective-objectiT^ 
really absolntive, and possessive in noons; sabjettin^ 
objective, and possessive in certain pronouns) has be^ 
steadily weakening in psychological respects. At preih 
ent it is more seriously nndermined than most of u 
realize. The possesdve has little vitality except in Uu 
pronoun and in animate notms. Theoretically we can 
still say tJie moon's phases or a newspaper's vogue; prac- 
tically we limit ourselves pretty much to analytic loca- 
tions like the phases of the moon and the vogue of a 
newspaper. The drift is clearly toward the limitatioi^ 
of possessive forms to animate nouns. All the possessive 
pronominal forms except its and, in part, their and 
th&irs, are also animate. It is significant that theirs 
is hardly ever used in reference to inanimate nouns, that 
there is some reluctance to so use their, and that its also 
is beginning to give way to of it. The appearance 
of it or the looks of it is more in the current of the 
language than its appearance. It is curiously sig- 
nificant that its young (referring to an animal's cubs) 
is idiomatically preferable to the young of it. The form 
is only ostensibly neuter, in feeling it is animate ; psy- 
chologically it belongs with his children, not with the 
pieces of it. Can it be that so common a word as its is 
actually beginning to be difficult? Is it too doomed to 
disappear? It would be rash to say that it shows signs 
approaching obsolescence, but that it is steadily 
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ening is fairly clear.'" In any event, it is not too much . 
to say that there is a strong drift towards the reatrictiont 
of the inflected possessive forms to animate nouns and| 
pronouns. 

How is it with the alternation of suhjective and ob- 
jective in the pronoun t Granted that whom is a weak 
sister, that the two cases have been leveled in you (in it, 
that, and what they were never distinct, so far as we can 
tell °"), and that her as an objective is a trifle weak be- 
cause of its formal identity with the possessive her, is 
there any reason to doubt the vitality of such alterna- 
tions 88 / see the man and the man sees mef Surely the 
distinction between subjective / and objective me, be- 
tween subjective he and objective him, and correspond- 
ingly for other personal pronouns, belongs to the very 
core of the language. We can throw whom to the dogs, 
somehow make shift to do without an its, but to level / 
and mc to a single cas& — would that not be to un- 
English our language beyond recognition? There is no 
drift toward such horrors as Me see him or / see he, 
' True, the phonetic disparity between I and mc, he and 
Jiim, we and us, has been too great for any serious pos- 
sibility of form leveling. It does not follow that the 
case distinction as such is still vital. ..One of the mosti 
insidious peculiarities of a linguistic drift is that wberel 
it cannot destroy what lies in its way it renders it innoc-| 
nous by washing the old significance out of it. It turns | 
its very enemies to its own uses. This brings us to the 
second of the major drifts, the tendency to fixed posi-J 

IS Should its eventually drop out, it will have had a curious 
' iiatory. It will bava played the rOle of a Btop-gap between hit 
' In ita noD-perBODal use (see footnote II, page 167) and the later 
U analytic of it. 

I 30 Except in so far as that has ahsorbed other functions than 
' Buch ae originally belonged to it. It waa oal'j «. tis~'~-"" 
I accusative noutcr to begin with. 
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ition ia fbe wnt^nee, determmed bj the tjulmetit t 
oftiMword. 
W« need Dot p> into the liiatory of thk all-importuit 
drift It ia enon^ to kiunr that as the ioHccted foms' 
of Ea^Ub beeuu Mantier, as the Byntaetic relatioDi 
were more and nore inadequately expreased by the f onai 
of the irorda tbemselTea, pomtioo in the e»iteiiee grads- 
ally took over hinctious originally foreign to it. n$ 
man in ikt man sees the dog u sabjective; in tlie dog 
teet the man, objective. Strictly parallel to these sen- 
tences are he tees the dog and the dog sees him. Are 
the Rabjective vaJoe of he and the objective valae of 
him entirely, or even mainly, dependent on the difference 
of form! I doabt it. We could hold to each a view 
if it were possible to aay the dog sees he or him sees the 
dog. It was once possible to say such things, but we 
have lost the power. In other words, at least part of 
the case feeling in he and him ia to be credited to their 
position before or after the verb. May it not be, then, 
that he and him, we and us, are not so mnch subjective 
and objective forms as pre-verbal and post-verbal *' 
form«, very mneh as my and mine are now pre-nominal 
and post-nominal forms of the possessive {my father bat 
father mine; it is my book bat the hook is mine) t That 
this interpretation corresponds to the actual drift of 
the English language is again indicated by the language 
of the folk. THfi fnlb. says it is me, not it is I, which is 
"correct" but juat as falsely so as the whom did y<nt 
sett that we have analyzed. I'm the one, it's me; we'r^ 

>■ Aiide from the interrogative: am tt it hef Empliasie covntl 
tor aonietljiiig. There is a strong tendeiK^ for the old "objec- 
tive" formB to bt'ar a etronger BtresB than the "subjective" forms. 
Thfi i» why the atteBB in locutions like Be didn't go. did heT and 
itn'l kef is thrown back on tb« verb; it is not a. matter of lo gjaal 
emp}ia,ma. 
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the ones, it's us (Aa( will win. out — auch are the live 
parallelisms in English to-day. There is little doubt 
that if IS I will one day be as impossible in English as 
c'est je, for c'est moi, is now in French. 

How differently our /.- me feels than in Chaucer's day 
is shown by the Chaucerian it am I. Here the dis- 
tinctively subjective aspect of the / was enough to influ- 
ence the form of the preceding verb in spite of the intro- 
ductory it; Chaucer's locution clearly felt more like a 
Latin sum ego than a modern it is I or colloquial it is me. 
We have a curious bit of further evidence to prove that 
the Engiiah personal pronouns have loat some share of 
their original syntactic force. Were he and she sub- 
jective forms pure and simple, were they not striving, 
BO to spealr, to become caselesa absolutivea, like man or 
any other noun, we should not have been able to coin 
Buch compounds as he-goat and she-goat, words that are 
psychologically analogous to bull-moose and mother-bear. 
Again, in inriuiring about a new-born baby, we ask Is it 
a he or a shef quite as though he and she were the equiv- 
alents of male and femjile or boy and girl. All in all, 
we may conclude that our English ease system is weaker 
than it looks and that, in one way or another, it is 
tined to get itself reduced to an absolutive (caseless) 
form for all nouns and pronouns but those that are 
animate. Animate nouns and pronouns are sure to have 
dietinctive possessive forma for an indefinitely long 
period. 

Meanwhile observe that the old alignment of case 
forma is being invaded by two new catcgoriea — a posi- 
J;ional category (pre-verbal, post-verbal) and a claa- 
sificatory category {animate, inanimate). The facts 
that in the possessive animate nouns and pronouns are 
destined to be more and more al^tpV^ ^!*,\Ti:s'ii^e&. 
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from inanimate nouns and pronouns {the man's, but 
of the house; his, but of it) and that, on the whole, it 
is only animate pronouns that distinguish pre-verbal 
and post-verbal forms '^ are of the greatest theoretical 
interest. They show that, however the language strive 
for a more and more analytic form, it is by do means 
manifesting a drift toward the expression of "pure" 
relational concepts in the Indo-Chinese manner." The 
insistence on the concreteness of the relational concepts 
is clearly stronger than the destructive power of the 
most sweeping and persistent drifts that we know of in 
the history and prehistory of our language. 

The drift toward the abolition of most case diatine- 
tions and the correlative drift toward position as an 
all-important grammatical method are accompanied, 
in a sense dominated, by the last of the three major 

t drifts that I have referred to. This is the drift toward 
the invariable word. In analyzing the "whom" sen- 
tence I pointed out that the rhetorical emphasis natural 
to an interrogative pronoun lost something by its form 
variability (who, wliose, whom). This striving for a 
I simple, unnuanced correspondence between idea and 

I word, as invariable as may be, is very strong in Eng- 
lish, It accounts for a number of tendencies which at 
first sight seem unconnected. Certain' well-establiahed 
forma, like the present third person singular -s of 
works or the plural -s of books, have resisted the 
drift to invariable words, possibly because they sym- 
bolize certain stronger form cravings that we do 
not yet fully understand. It is interesting to note 
that derivations that get away sufSciently from the 

i: them ae an inanimate group may be looked upon a.B R 

lorrowing from the animaite, to whicli, in feeling, it more 

irly belongs. 

'Bee page 165. 
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concrete notion of the radical word to exist as inde- I 
pendent conceptual centers are not affected by tliis elu- J 
Bive drift. As soon as the derivation runs danger of 1 
being felt as a mere nuaneing of, a finicky play on, the \ 
primary concept, it tends to be absorbed by the radical 
word, to disappear as such. English words crave spaces 
between them, they do not like to huddle in clusters , 
of slightly divergent centers of meaning, each edging | 
a little away from' the rest. Goodness, a noun of qual- | 
ity, almost a noun of relation, that takes its cue from 
the concrete idea of "good" without necessarily predi- 
cating that quality (e.g., / do not think much of his 
goodness) is suiBciently spaced from good itself not to 
need fear absorption. Similarly, unable can hold its 
o^vn against able because it destroys the latter 's sphere 
of influence; unable is psychologically as distinct from 
able as is blundering or stupid. It is different with 
adverbs in -ly. These lean too heavily on their adjec- 
tives to have the kind of vitality that English demands 
of its words. Do it quickly! drags psychologically. 
The nuance expressed by quickly is too close to that of 
quick, their circles of conereteness are too nearly the 
same, for the two words to feel comfortable together. 
The adverbs in -ly are likely to go to the wall in tht not 
too distant future for this very reason and in face of 
their obvious usefulness. Another instance of the sac- 
rifice of highly useful forms to this impatience of 
nuaneing is the group whence, whither, hence, hither, 
thence, thither. They could not persist in live usage 
because they impinged too solidly upon the circles of 
meaning represented by the words where, here and there. 
In saying whither we feel too keenly that we repeat all 
of where. That we add to where an important nuance 
of direction irritates rather tlan sa\:is^ia'6. ~^e. "^■fAsx 
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to merge the static and the directive (Where do you livet 
like Where are you going?) or, if need be, to overdo 
a little the eoncept of direction (Where are you runnirig 
tol). 

Now it is highly symptomatic of the nature of the 
drift away from word clusters that we do not object to 
nnances as such, we object to having the nuances for- 
mally earmarked for ua. As a matter of fact our vo- 
cabulary is rich in near-synonyms and in groups of 
words that are psychologically near relatives, but th«se 
near-aynonyma and these groups do not hang together 
by reason of etjTnology. We are satisfied with believt 
and credible just because they keep aloof from each 
other. Good and well go better together than quick and 
quickly. The English vocabulary is a rich medley be- 
cause each English word wants its own castle. Has 
I English long been peculiarly receptive to foreign words 
because it craves the staking out of as many word areas 
' as possible, or, conversely, has the mechanical imposi- 
tion of a flood of French and Latin loan-words, un- 
I rooted in our earlier tradition, so dulled our feeling for 
, the poBsibilitiea of our native resources that we are 
■ allowing these to shrink by default? I suspect that 
both propositions are true. Each feeds on the oth^. 
I do not think it likely, however, that the borrowings 
in English have been as mechanical and external a 
process as they are generally represented to have been. 
There was something about the English drift as early 
as the period following the Norman Conquest that wel- 
comed the new words. They were a compensation for 
something that was weakening within. 
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LANGUAGE AS A mSTORICAL PROOrCT: 
PHONETIC LAW 

I HAVE preferred to take up in some detail the analysis 
of our hesitation in using a locution like "Whom did 
you see?" and to point to some of the English drifts, 
particular and general, that are implied by this hesi- 
tation than to discuss linguistic change in the abstract. 
What is true of the particular idiom that we started 
■with is true of everything else in language. Nothing 
is perfectly static. ^^Every word, every grammatical ele- 
ment, every locution, every sound and accent is a slowly 
changing configuration, molded by the invisible and im- 
jiersbiia t drif t that is t he life of language. The evidence' 
BOverwEelming that this drift has a certain consistent 
direction. Its speed varies enormously according to cir- 
flUmstances that it is not always easy to define. We have 
already seen that Lithuanian is to-day nearer its Indo- 
European prototype than was the hypothetical Germanic 
mother-tongue five hundred or a thousand years before 
Christ. German has moved more slowly than Englisli; 
in some respects it stands roughly midway between Eng- 
lish and Anglo-Saxon, in others it has of course diverged 
from the Anglo-Saxon line. When I pointed out in the 
preceding chapter that dialects formed because a lan- 
■Sruage broken up into local segments could not move 
'along the same drift in all of these segments, I meant of 
.course that it could not move along identically the 
|drift. The general drift of a language has its dft^faa. 
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At the mirfa« the cnrroit is relatively fast. In ccrtra 
featons dialects drift ap«rt rapidly. By that very fact 
these features betray thenuelres as less fundamental to 
tlie genius of the language than the more slowly mo£- 
fiable features in which the dialects keep together long 
after they have grown to be matoally alien forms o£ 

(speech. But this is not all. The momentmn of the | 
more fandamental, the pre-dialeefic;^ ^If t is oft«i soefi i 
that langaages Jong dbconneeted will pass tbroagh da| 
same or strikingly similar phases. In many aach cMQH 
it is perfectly clear that there coold hare been no difr 
lectio interinfloencing, 

1' These paralleiisms in drift may operate in the phonetie 
as well as in (he morphological sphere, or they mdy 
affect both at the same time. Here is an interesting 
example. The English type of plural represented by 
foot: feet, mouse: mice is strictly parallel to the Ger- 
man Fuss: Fiisse, Maus: Miiuse. One would be inclined 
to Bormiae that these dialectic forms go back to old 
Germanic or West-Germanic alternations of the same 
type. But the doemnentary evidence shows conclnsivdy 
that there could have been no plurals of this type in 
primitive Germanic, There is no trace of such Tocalie 
mutation ("umlaut") in Gothic, our most archaic Ge^ 
manic language. More significant still is the fact thst 
it does not appear in our oldest Old High German texta 
and begins to develop only at the very end of the Old 
High German period (circa 1000 a.d.). In the Middk 
High German period the mutation was carried throt^ 
in all dialects. The typical Old High German forms 
are singular fuoss, plural /wossi;' singular nt-us, plural 

1 1 have changed the Old and Middle High Q«rman orthograph; 
ilinhtiy in order to bring it into accord with modem usage. T£eBe 
purely orthographicftl cuanEM aT« imma.terial. The it of mij^L 
a loa'g vowelj very aearlj like VIib in ot "E.^i^ia'a wnoit, ^^H 
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musi. The corresponding Middle High Qennan forms ^^| 
are fuoss, fiiesse; mus, miise. Modern German Fuss:' ^^^ 
Fiisse, Maus: Miiuse are the regular developments of ^^M 
these medieval forms. Turning to Anglo-Saxon, we "^^1 



Turning to Anglo-Saxon, 
find that our modern English forma correspond to fot, 
fet; mus, mys." These forms are already in use in the 
earliest English monuments that we possess, dating from 
the eighth century, and thus antedate the Middle High 
German forms by three hundred years or more. In 
other words, on this particular point it took German 
at least three hundred years to catch up with a phonetic- 
morphological drift ^ that had long been under way in 
English, The mere fact that the affected vowels of 
related words (Old High German uo, Anglo-Saxon o) 
&re not always the same shows that the affection took 
place at different periods in German and English.* 
There was evidently some general tendency or groupH 
of tendencies at work in early Germanic, long beforell 
English and German had developed as such, that eventu-(| 
ally drove both of these dialects along closely parallel] 
paths. 

How did such strikingly individual alternations as 
fot: fet, fuoss: fuesse develop? We have now reached 

'The vowels of these tour words are long; o aa in rode, e like 
a of fade, u like oo of hrood, y like Qorman ii. 

s Or rather Bta.ge in a drift. 

* Anglo-Saxon fet ia "unrounded" from an older fot, which U 
phonetically related to fot preciaely ae ia mys (i.e., miis) to mws. 
Middle High German He (Modern German U) did not develop from 
an "umlauted" prototype of Old High German uo and Anglo- 
Saxon 0, but wee based directly on the dialectic uo. The unaf- 
fected prototype waa long o. Had this been affected in the 
earlieat Germanic or West-Germanic perioa, we ahould have had 
a pre-German alternation fot: foti; this older o could not well 
have resulted in ue. Fortunately we do not need inferential evi- 
dence in this case, yet Inferential comparative methods, if handled 
with care, may be exeeedingly uaeful. They are indeed indiar 
pensable to the historian of language. 
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what is probably the most central problem in lingoiBtJC 
history, gradual phom;tic change, ' ' Phonetic laws" 
make up a large and fundamental share of the subject- 
matter of linguistics. Their influence reaches far be- 
yond the proper sphere of phonetics and invades that 
of morphology, as we shall see. A drift that begins aa 
a alight phonetic readjustment or unsettleraent may in 
the course of millennia bring about the moat profound 
structural changes. The mere fact, for instance, that 
there is a growing tendency to throw the stress auto- 
matically on the first syllable of a word may eventually 
change the fundamental type of the language, reducing 
its final syllables to zero and driving it to the use of 
more and more analytical or symbolic ' methods. The 
English phonetic laws involved in the rise of the words 
foot, feet, mouse and mice from their early West-Ger- 
manic prototypes fot, foti, vms, musi' may be briefly 
summarized aa follows: 

1. In foti "feet" the long o was colored by the fol- 
lowing * to long 0, that is, o kept its lip-rounded quality 
and its middle height of tongue position but anticipated 
the front tongue position of the t; o is the resulting com- 
promise. This assimilatory change was regular, i.e., 
every accented long o followed by an i in the following 
syllable automatically developed to long o; hence totlii 
"teeth" became tothi, fodian "to feed" became fodia/n. 
At first there is no doubt the alternation between o and 
was not felt as intrinsically significant. It could only 
have been an unconscious mechanical adjustment such as 
may be observed in the speech of many to-day who mod- 
ify the "oo" sound of words like you and few in the 

B See page 133. 

'Primitive Germanic fo((8|,fo(iz, mue.muHz; Indo-European 
poda.podes, mu«,mw8e8. Tte -joweVa ol VHe tnftt k^VWUbb ars ij^ 
long. ,dfl 
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direction of German u without, however, actually de- 
parting far enough from the " oo " vowel to prevent their 
acceptance of who and you as satisfactory rhyming 
words. Later on the quality of the o vowel must have 
departed widely enough from that of o to enable o to 
rise in consciousness ' as a neatly distinct vowel. As 
BOon as this happened, the expression of plurality in 
foti, toiki, and analogous words became symbolic and 
fusional, not merely fusional. 

2. In mitsi "mice" the long u was colored by the 
following i to long ii. This change also was regular; 
lusi "lice" became liisi, kui "cows" became kiii (later 
simplified to ku; still preserved as hi- in kine), fulian 
"to make foul" became fulian (still preserved as -file in 
defile). The psychology of this phonetic law is entirely 
analogous to that of 1. 

3. The old drift toward reducing final syllables, a 
rhythmic consequence of the strong Germanic stress on 
the first syllable, now manifested itself. The final -i, 
originally an important functional element, had long 
lost a great share of its value, transferred as that was 
to the symbolic vowel change {o:o). It had little power 
of resistance, therefore, to the drift. It became dulled 
to a colorless -e; foti became fote. 

4. The weak -e finally disappeared. Probably th» 
forms fote and fot long coexisted as prosodic variants 
according to the rhythmic requirements of the sentence, 
Tcry much as Fusse and Fiiss' now coexist in German. 

5. The of fot became "unrounded" to long e (our 
present a of fade). The alternation of fot: foti, transi- 
tionally fot: foti, fote, fot, now appears as fot: fet. 
Analogously, tiith appears as teth, fodian as fedian, later 
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fedan. The new long c-vnwe! "fell together" with the 
older 6- vowel already existent (e.g., her "here," }ie 
"he")- Henceforward the two are merged and their 
later history is in common. Thus our present Ae haa 
the same vowel as feet, teeth, and feed. In other words, 
the old sound pattern o, e, after an interim of o, 6, e, 
reappeared as o, e, except that now the e had greater 
"weight" than before, 

6. Fat: fei, mus: miis (written mys) are the typical 
forms of Anglo-Saxon literature. At the very end of 
the Anglo-Saxon period, say about 1050 to 1100 A.n,, 
the it, whether long or short, became unrounded to i. 
Mys was then pronounced mis with long i {rhyming with 
present niece). The change is analogous to 5, but takes 
place several centuries later, 

7. In Chaucer's day (circa 1350-1400 a.d.) the forma 
were still fot: fet (written foot, feet) and trus: mis 
(written very variably, but mous, myse are typical), 
About 1500 all the long i-vowels, whether original (as 
in write, ride, wine) or unrounded from Anglo-Saxon 
« (as in kide, 'bride, mice, defile), became diphthongized 

ei (i,e., e of met -\- short t). Shakespeare pronounced 
ice as meis {almost the same as the present Cockney 
pronunciation of mcce). 

. About the same time the long u- vowels were diph- 
thongized to ou (i.e., of present Scotch not ■+■ u of full). 
The Chaucerian mus: mis now appears as the Shake- 
spearean mous: meis. This change may have mani- 
fested itself somewhat later than 7 ; all English dialects 
have diphthongized old Germanic long i," but the long 
undiphthongized u ia still preserved in Lowland Scotch, 
in which liouse and mouse rhyme vrith our loose. 7 
and 8 are analogous developments, as were 5 and 6; 8 
«As have most Dulc^ and GEimB.ii a:lB^tle'La. 
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apparently lags behind 7 &s 6, centuries earlier, lagged ' 
behind 7. ' 

9. Some time before 1550 the long e of fet (written ' 
feet) took the position that had been vacated by the old 
long i, now diphthongized (see 7), i.e., e took the higher 
tongue position of i. Our (and Shakespeare's) "long 
e" is, then, phonetically the same as the old long i. Feet 
now rhymed with the old write and the present beat. 

10. About the same time the long o of fot (written 
foot) took the position that had been vacated by the old 
long u, now diphthongized (see 8), i.e., o took the higher 
tongue position of u. Our (and Shakespeare's) "long 
oo" is phonetically the same as the old long u. Foot now 
rhymed with the old out and the present boot. To sum- 
marize 7 to 10, Shakespeare pronounced vieis, mows, fit, 
fut, of which meis and mous would affect our ears as a 
rather "mincing" rendering of our present mice and 
mouse, fit would sound practically identical with (but 
probably a bit more "drawled" than) our present feet, 
while foot, rhyming with boot, would now be set down 
as "broad Scotch." 

11. Gradually the first vowel of the diphthong in 
mice (see 7) was retracted and lowered in position. The 
resulting diphthong now varies in different English dia- 
lects, but ai (i.e., a of father, but shorter, + short i) 
may be taken as a fairly accurate rendering of its aver- 
age quality.* What we now call the "long i" (of words 
like ride, bite, mice) is, of course, an ai-diphthong. 
Mice is now pronounced mais. 

12. Analogously to 11, the first vowel of the diph- 
thong in mouse (see 8) was unrounded and lowered in 
position. The reaulting diphthong may be phonetically 
rendered a/u, though it too varies considerably accord- 

»At least in America. 
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ing to dialect. Motue, then, is now pronoimped main. 
13. The vowel of /oo* (see 10) became "open" ia 
quality and shorter in quantity, i-e., it fell together with 
the old short u-vowel of words like full, yrolf, u-ttoi, 
Thia change has taken place in a nomber of words with 
an originally long u (Chaucerian long close o), sach 
as forsook, hook, book, look, rook, shook, all of which 
formerly had the vowel of boot. The older vowel, how- 
ever, is still preserved in most words of this class, aueh 
88 fool, moon, spool, stoop. It is highly significant of 
the nature of the slow spread of a "phonetic law" that 
there is local vacillation at present in several words. 
One hears roof, soot, and hoop, for instance, both with 
the "long" vowel of boot and the "short" of foot. It 
is impossible now, in other words, to state in a definitive 
manner what is the "phonetic law" that regulated the 
change of the older foot (rhyming with boot) to the 

, present foot. We know that there is a strong drift 

' towards the short, open vowel of foot, but whether or 
not all the old "long oo" words will eventually be af- 

tfected we cannot presume to say. If they all, or prac- 
tically all, are taken by the drift, phonetic law 13 will 
be as "regular," as sweeping, as most of the twelve that 

' have preceded it. If not, it may eventually be possible, 
if past experience is a safe guide, to show that the modi- 
fied words form a natural phonetic group, that ia, that 
the "law" will have operated under certain definable 
limiting conditions, e.g., that all words ending in a voice- 
less consonant (such as p, (, k, f) were affected (e.g., 
"hoof, foot, look, roof) , but that all words ending in the 
oo-vowel or in a voiced consonant remained unaffected 
(e.g., do, food, move, fool). Whatever the upshot, we 

may be reasonably certain that when the "phonetic 
law" bus run its course, 'Cos, 4\B^,rCQxi^A«tt ^A^Vi-ci^" soA 
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"short" vowels in the old oo-words will not seem quite 
as erratic as at the present transitional moment,^ We 
learn, incidentally, the fundamental fact that phonetic 
laws do not work with spontaneous automatism, that 
they are simply a formula for a consummated drift that 
seta in at a psychologically exposed point and gradually 
worms its way through a gamut of phonetically 
analogous forms. 

It will be instructive to set down a table of form 
sequences, a kind of gross history of the words foot, feet, 
mouse, mice for the last 1500 years : ^" 

I. fot: foti; mus: mttsi (Weat Qermanic) 

II. fot: foti; mas: must 

m. fot: fote; ffl«s; miise 

IV. fot: fot; mus: miis 

V. fot: fel; tnus: miia (ADglo-Saxoa) 

VI. fot: fet; mus: mis (Chaucer) 

Vli. fot: fet; mous: meis 

VIII. /h( (rhymes with hoot) : fit; mous: meis (Shakespeare) 

IX. fitt: fit; mam: maia 

X. fvt (rhymes with put) : fit; maws; mais (English of 
1900) 

It will not be necessary to list the phonetic laws that 
gradually differentiated the modern German equiva- 
lents of the original West Germanic forms from their 
Bnglish cognates. The following table gives a roagh 1 
idea of the form sequences in German ; '' 1 

9> It ia possible that other than purely phoDetic factars tkre also 
at work in the hiatory of theae vowels. 

m The orthography ia roughly phonetic. Pronounce all ac- 
cented vowels long except where otherwise indicated, unaccented 
vowels short; give continental values to vowels, not present Eng- 
lish ones. 

■1 After I. the numbers ore not meant to correspond chronoIoRi- 
cally to those of the English table. The orthography \% ^.^^^ 
roughly phonetic. I 



1 



L fot: fati; 

m. fuc 



: fa* 



IV. /« 

V. /«. 

VI. /uogs; /iiM 

Vn. fuoa; fiUse 

VUL /was.- fuete 

IX. /u»: /we; 

X. rm:fa»ej 



; (West Germanic] 



MKie (Uddle Hi^ 



.- viouze (Lather) 

; moiie (Oerman of 1900) 




We cannot even begin to ferret ont and discass all 
the psychological problems that are concealed behind 
these bland tables. Their general parallelism is obrioua. 
Indeed we might say that to-day the Eoglish and Ge^ 
man forma resemble each other more than does either 
set the West Germanic prototypes from which each is 
independently derived. Each table illustrates the tend- 
ency to reduction of imacceated syllables, the vocalic 
modification of the radical element under the inflaenca 
of the following vowel, the rise in tongue position of the 
long middle vowels (English o to w, e to i; Qerman o to 
uo to u, tie to w), the diphthongizing of the old high 
vowels (English t to ci to ai; English and German u to 

" I U80 18 to indicate a, peculiar long, volceleHs <-Hound tliat 
wfti ctjmologically and phonetically dibtinct from the old Ger- 
manic t. It slwaya go«s back to an old t. In the old sourcea it 
la generally written as a variant of e, though it la not to be con- 
fused with the modern German z (=f(). It was probahlj a 
dental (lisped) s. 

i"Z is to be underatood as French or English s, not in its 
German uae. Strictly speakine, this "z" {intervocalic -«■) was 
not voiced but was a soft voiceToaa sound, a sibilant intermediate 
between our s and z. In modern North German it has become 
voiced to e. It la important not to confound this a — z with the 
Toi[<cleaB intervocalic t that soon aroae from the older liaped m. 
In Modern German (aside from certain dialects), old 3 and et arc 
4 now differentiated when final (ifuns and Fust have identical 

dlkntfl), but can atill be distinguished as voiced and voiea- 

ts betweea vonelB ^MOuw ko^ liiue^. 
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ou to flu; German ii to iiU to oi). These dialectic par- 
allels cannot be accidental. They are rooted in a com- 
mon, pre-dialeetie drift. 

Phonetic changes are "regular," All but one (Eng-| 
lish table, S.), and that as yet uncompleted, of the 
particular phonetic laws represented in our tables affect 
all examples of the sound in question or, if the phonetic 
change is conditional, all examples of the same sound 
that are analogously circumatanced." An example of 
the first type of change is the passage in English of ail 
old long t-vowels to diphthongal at via ei. The passage 
eonld hardly have been sudden or automatic, but it was 
rapid enough to prevent an irregularity of development 
due to cross drifts. The second type of change is illus- 
trated in the development of Anglo-Saxon long o to long 

, via 0, under the influence of a following i. In the 
first case we may say that au meehanieally replaced long 

, in the second that the old long o "split" into two 
Bounds — long o, eventually u, and long e, eventually i. 
The former type of change did no violence to the old 
phonetic pattern, the formal distribution of sounds into 
groups; the latter type rearranged the pattern some- 
what. If neither of the two sounds into which an old 
one "splits" is a new soiuid, it means that there has 
been a phonetic leveling, that two groups of words, each 
with a distinct sound or sound combination, have fallen 
together into one group. This kind of leveling is quite 
frequent in the history of language. In English, for 

'* In practice phonetic laws have their enceptioiiB, hut more 
intensive study almost invarialiiy shows that these exceptions 
are more apparent than real. Tliey are generally due to the dia- 
turbing influence of morphological groupiiiga or to special psycho- 
lo^cal reaaons which inhibit tlie normal progress of the phonetic 
drift. It is remarkahle with how few exceptions one need operate 
, in lineuiBtic history, aside from "analogical le^elvajf' V^cn'^foia- 
logicBl replacement). 
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instance, we have seen that all the old long u-vowpls, 
after they had become unrounded, were indistinguishable 
from the masa of long »-Towels, This meant that the 
long 1- vow el became a more heavily weighted point of 
the phonetic pattern tiian before. It is curious to ob- 
serve how often languages have striven to drive orig- 
inally distinct sounds into certain favorite positions, 
regardless of resulting confusions.*' In Modern Greek, 
for instance, the vowel i is the historical resultant of no 
less than ten etymological ly distinct vowels (long and 
short) and diphthongs of the classical speech of Athena. 

1 There is, -then, good evidence to show that there are 
general phonetic drifts toward particular sounds. 

More often the phonetic drift is of a more general 
character. It is not so much a movement toward a par- 
ticular set of sounds as toward particular types of articu- 
lation. The vowels tend to become higher or lower, the 
diphthongs tend to coalesce into monophthongs, the voice- 
less consonants tend to become voiced, stops tend to 
become spirants. As a matter of fact, practically all 
the phonetic laws enumerated in the two tables are but 
specific instances of such far-reaching phonetic drifts. 
The raising of English long o to u and of long e to i, 
for instance, was part of a general tendency to raise the 
position of the long vowels, just as the change of f to sj 
in Old High German waa part of a general tendency to 
make voiceless spirants of the old voiceless stopped con- 
sonants. A single sound change, even if there is no 
phonetic leveling, generally threatens to upset the old 
phonetic pattern because it brings about a disharmony 
in the grouping of sounds. To reestablish the old pattern 

IS These confuaions are more theoretical than real, however, 
A language baa countless methods of avoiding practical ambignt 
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without going back on the drift the only possible method 
is to have the other sounds of the series shift in analogous 
fashion. If, for some reason or other, p becomes shifted 
to its voiced correspondent b, the old series p, t, k ap- 
pears in the unsymmetrieal form 6, t, k. Such a series 
is, in phonetic effect, not the equivalent of the old series, 
however it may answer to it in etymology. The gen- 
eral phonetic pattern is impaired to that extent. But 
if t and k are also shifted to their voiced correspondents 
d and g, the old series is reestablished in a new form : 
6, d, g. The pattern as such is preserved, or restored. 
Provided that the new series fc, d, g does not become con- 
fused with an old series h, d, g of distinct historical 
antecedents. If there is no such older series, the crea- 
tion of a fc, d, £r series causes no diificulties. If there is, 
the old patterning of sounds can be kept intact only by 
shifting the old h, d, g sounds in some way. They may 
become aspirated to bh, dJi, gh or spirantized or nasalized 
or they may develop any other peculiarity that keeps 
them intact as a series and serves to differentiate them 
from other series. And this sort of shifting about with-] 
out loss of pattern, or with a minimum loss of it, is 
probably the most important tendency in the history of 
speech sounds. Phonetic leveling and "splitting" coun- 1 
teract it to some extent but, on the whole, it remaine the 
central unconscious regulator of the eourae and speed 
of sound changes. 

The desire to hold on to a pattern, the tendency to 
"correct" a disturbance by an elaborate chain of sup- 
plementary changes, often spread over centuries or even 
millennia^ these psychic undercurrents of language are 
exceedingly difficult to understand in terms of individual 
psychology, though there can be no denial of their his- 
torical reality. What is the prmary nwaae o1 "Caa -asi.- 
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settling of a phonetic pattern and what is the cumulative 
force that selects these or those particular variations of 
the individual on which to float the pattern readjust- 
ments we hardly know. Many linguistic students have 
' made the fatal error of thinking of sound change as a 
quasi -physiological instead of as a st rictly psychological 
phenomenon, or they have tried to disposed the problem 
by bandying such catchwords as "the tendency to in- 
creased ease of articulation" or "the cumulative result 
of faulty perception" (on the part of children, say, in 
learning to speak). These easy explanations will not 
do. "Ease of articulation" may enter in as a faetor, 
but it is a rather subjective concept at beat. Indians 
find hopelessly difBcult sounds and sound combinations 
I that are simple to us ; one language encourages a phonetic 
(drift that another does everything to fight. "Faulty 
perception" does not explain that impressive drift in 
speech sounds which I have insisted upon. It is much 
better to admit that we do not yet understand the pri- 
mary cause or causes of the slow drift in phonetics, 
though we can frequently point to contributing factors. 

Ilt is likely that we shall not advance seriously until we 
study the intuitional bases of speech. How can we un- 
' derstand the nature of the drift that frays and reforms 
phonetic patterns when we have never thought of study- 
ling sound patterning as such and the "weights" and 
psychic relations of the single elements (the individual 
I sounds) in these patterns? 

Every linguist knows that phonetic change is fre- 
quently followed by morphological rearrangements, but 
he is apt to assume that morphology exercises little or 
no influence on the course of phonetic history, I am 
, inclined to believe that our present tendency to 
isolate phonetics and giammai: &s mutually irrelevant 
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linguistic provinces is unfortunate. There are likely to 
te fundamental relations between them and their re- 
spective hiatoriea that we do not yet fully grasp. After) 
all, if speech sounds exist merely because they are the j 
symbolic carriers of significant concepts and groupings j 
of concepts, why may not a strong drift or a permanent 
feature in the conceptual sphere exercise a furthering! 
or retarding influence on the phonetic drifts I believe! 
that such influences may be demonstrated and that they 
deserve far more careful study than they have received. 
This brings us back to our unanswered question: How 
is it that both English and German developed the cari- 
ous alternation of unmodified vowel in the singular 
{foot, F'uss) and modified vowel in the plural {feet, 
Fiisse) t Was the pre- Anglo-Saxon alternation of fot 
and foti an absolutely mechanical matter, without other 
than incidental morphological interest? It is always 
so represented, and, indeed, all the external facts sup- 
port aueh a view. The change from o to 6", later e, is by 
no means peculiar to the plural. It is found also in the 
dative singular (fet), for it too goes back to an older 
foti. Moreover, fet of the plural applies only to the 
nominative and accusative; the genitive has fota, the 
dative fotum. Only centuries later was the alternation 
of and e reinterpreted as a means of distinguishing 
number; o was generalized for the singular, e for the 
plural. Only when this reassortment of forms took 
place " was the modem symbolic value of the foot: feet 
alternation clearly established. Again, we mu.st not for- 
get that o was modified to a (e) in all manner of other 
grammatical and derivative formations. Thus, a pre- 
Anglo-Saxon kohan {later hon) "to hang" corresponded 

A type of ftdjuatment generally referred to as "analof^cal 
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to a MliitJi, heliith {later liehih) "hangs"; to dom 
"doom," blod "blood," and fod "food" corresponded 
the verbal derivatives domian (later deman) "to deem," 
blodian (later bledan) "to bleed," and fodian (later 
fedan) "to feed." All this seems to point to the purely 
meehanieal nature of the modification of o to 6 to e. So 
many unrelated functions were ultimately served by the 
vocalic change that we cannot believe that it was mo- 
tivated by any one of them. 

The German facts are entirely analogous. Only later 
in the history of the language was the vocalic alterna- 
tion made significant for number. And yet consider 
the following facta. The change of foti to fiiH ante- 
dated that of fiiti to fiite, fot. This may be looked upon 
as a "lucky accident," for if foti had become foie, fot 
before the -i had had the chance to exert a retroactive 
influence on the o, there would have been no difference 
between the singular and the plural. This would have 
been anomalous in Anglo-Saxon for a masculine noun. 
But was the sequence of phonetic changes an "acci- 
dent"? Consider two further facts. All the Germanic 
languages were familiar with vocalic change as pos- 
sessed of functional significance. Alternations like sv^ 
sang, sung {Anglo-Saxon singan, sang, sunken) wfflft 
ingrained in the linguistic consciousness. Further, the 
tendency toward the weakening of final syllables was 
very strong even then and had been manifesting itself 
in one way and another for centuries. I believe that 
these further facts help us to understand the actual sfr 
quence of phonetic changes. We may go so far as trf 
say that the o (and «) could afford to stay the change 
to (and m) until the destructive drift had advanced 
to the point where failure to modify the vowel would 
Boon result in raorphologieal embarrassment. At a cer 
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tain moment the -4 ending of the plural (and analogous 

endings with i in other formationa) was felt to be too 
weak to quite bear its functional burden. The uncon- 
Bcious Anglo-Saxon mind, if I may be allowed a some- 
what summary way of putting the complex facta, was 
glad of the opportunity afforded by certain individual 
Tariationa, until then automatically canceled out, to 
have some share of the burden thrown on them. These 
particular variations won through because they so beau- 
tifully allowed the general phonetic drift to take its 
course without unsettling the morphological contours of 
the language. And the presence of symbolic variation 
(sing, sang, sung) acted as an attracting force on the 
rise of a new variation of similar character. AH these 
factors were equally true of the German vocalic shift. 
Owing to the fact that the destructive phonetic drift was 
proceeding at a slower rate in German than in English, 
the preservative change of uo to we {u to U) did not need 
to set in until 300 years or more after the analogous Eng- 
lish change. Nor did it. And this is to my mind a 
highly significant fact. Phonetic changes may some^j 
times be unconsciously encouraged in order to keep in-l 
tact the psychological spaces between words and word I 
forms. The general drift seizes upon those individual! 
Bonnd variations that help to preserve the morphological I 
balance or to lead to the new balance that the language! 
is striving for, 

I would suggest, then, that (phonetic chan ge is com- 
pacted of at least three basic.TstrajicK^CC^ A g 
'drift in one direction, concerning the nature of whieli 
we know almost nothing but which may be suspected to . 
be of prevailingly dynamic character (tendencies, e.g,, i 
,^_greater_or less stress, greater or leas voicing ©f ele— ^ 
m egt^^ a) A readjusting tendency wbicb aims tQ_cre-._ 
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1 serve or restore the fundamental phonetic pattern of the. 

Ijanguage; (3) A preservative tendency which sets in 

[when a too serious morphological unsettlement is threat- 

lened by the main drift. I I do not imagine for a moment 

that it is always possinle to separate these strands or 

that this purely schematic atatement does justice to the 

complex forces that guide the phonetic drift. The 

phonetic pattern of a language is not invariable, but 

\ it changes far leas readily than the sounds that compose 

1 it. Every phonetic element that it possesses may change 

I radically and yet the pattern remain unaffected. It 

I woold be absurd to claim that our present English pat- 

Itern is identical with the old Indo-European one, yet it 

lis impressive to note that even at this late day the Eng- 

liah series of initial consonants: 



f th h 
corresponds point for point to the Sanskrit Series: 
b d g 
bh dh gh 
p t k 

The relation between phonetic pattern and individual 
sound is roughly parallel to that which obtains between 
the morphologic type of a language and one of its spe- 
cific morphological features. Both phonetic pattern and 
fundamental type are exceedingly conservative, all su- 
perficial appearances to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Which is more so we cannot say. I suspect that they 
hang together in a way that we cannot at present quite 
understand. 

If all the phonetic changes brought about by the 
phonetic drift were allowed to stand, it is probable % 
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most languages would present aueh irregularities ^t£^- 
i^ -pEo logical^contour as to lose touch with their formal 
-grouna-plan. Sound changes work mechanically. Hence 
they are likely to affect a whole morphological group 
here — this does not matter—, only part of a morphologi- 
cal group there — and this may be disturbiug. Thus, 
the old Anglo-Saxon paradigm : 

Sing, Plur. 

H. Ac. fot fet (older foti) 

Q. fotes fota 

D. fet (older foti) fotum 

could not long stand unmodified. The o — e alternation 
was welcome in so far as it roughly distinguished the 
singular from the plural. The dative singular fet, how- 
ever, though justified historically, was soon felt to be 
an intrusive feature. The analogy of simpler and more 
numerously represented paradigms created the form fote 
(compare, e.g., J?sc "fish," dative singular fisce). Fet 
as a dative becomes obsolete. The singular now had 
throughout. But this very fact made the genitive and 
dative o-forms of the plural seem out of place. The 
nominative and accusative fet was naturally far more 
frequently in use than were the corresponding forms of 
the genitive and dative. These, in the end, could not 
but follow the analogy of fet. At the very beginning 
of the Middle English period, therefore, we find that the 
old paradigm has yielded to a more regular one : 
Sing. Plor. 

N. Ac. 'fot 'fet 

G. 'fotes fete 

D. fote feten 

The starred forms are the old nucleus around which the 
new paradigm is built. The unstarred tQC\&& wc% li!*. 
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genealogical kin of their formal prototypes. They 

analogical replacements. 

The history of the English language teems -with snch 
levelings or estensions. Elder and eldest were at one 
time the only possible comparative and superlative forma 
of old (compare German ait, alter, der dlteste; the vowel 
following the oid-, alt- was originally an i, which modified 
the quality of the stem vowel). The general analogy of 
the vast majority of English adjectives, however, haa 
caused the replacement of the forms elder and eldest by 
the forms with unmodified vowel, older and oldest. Elder 
and eldest survive only as somewhat archaic terms for 
the older and oldest brother or sister. This illustrates 
I the tendency for words that are psychologically discon- 
nected from their etymological or formal group to pre- 
serve traces of phonetic laws that have otherwise left no 
j recognizable trace or to preserve a vestige of a morpho- 
( logical process that has long lost its vitality. A careful 
study of these survivals or atrophied forms is not without 
value for the reconstruction of the earlier history of s 
language or for suggestive hints as to its remoter affilia- 
tions. 

Analogy may not only refashion forma within the con- 
fines of a related cluster of forms (a "paradigm") but 
may extend its influence far beyond. Of a number of 
functionally equivalent elements, for instance, only one 
may survive, the rest yielding to its constantly widening 
influence. This ia what happened with the English -» 
plural. Originally confined to a particular class of mas- 
culines, though an important class, the -5 plural was 
gradually generalized for all nouns but a mere handful 
that still illustrate plural types now all but extinct 
{foot: feet, goose: geese, loofh-; teeth, mouse: mice, louse: 
lice; ox: oxen; cJliJd:cliildreu; sKwpi.s'ieep, deer; deer). 
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Thns analogy not only regularizes irrtigularities that 
have come in the wake of phonetic proteaaes but intro- 
duces disturbances, generally in favor of greater sim- 
plicity or regularity, in a long established system of 
forms. These analogical adjustments are practically al- 
ways symptoms of the general morphological drift of 
the language. 

A morphological feature that appears as the incidental 
consequence of a phonetic process, like the English plural 
vrith modified vowel, may spread by analogy no less read- 
ily than old features that owe their origin to other than 
phonetic causes. Once the e-vowel of Middle English 
fet had become confined to the plural, there was no the- 
oretical reason why alternations of the type fot: fet and 
vms: mis might not have become established as a pro- 
ductive type of number distinction in the noun. As a 
matter of fact, it did not so become established. The 
fot: fet type of plural secured but a momentary foothold. 
It was swept into being by one of the surface drifts of 
the language, to be swept aside in the Middle English 
period by the more powerful drift toward the use of 
eimple distinctive forms. It was too late in the day for 
our language to be seriously interested in such pretty 
symbolisms as foot: feet. What examples of the type 
arose legitimately, in other words via purely phonetic 
processes, were tolerated for a time, but the type as such 
never had a serious future. 

It was different in German. The whole series of 
phonetic changes comprised under the term "umlaut," 
of which jt: u and a/ti: oi (written au) are but specific 
examples, struck the German language at a time when 
the general drift to morphological simplification was not 
BO strong but that the resulting formal types (e.g., Fvss: 
FUsse; fallen "to fall"; fallen "to fell"; fforu"\i.'K^'x 
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Gekome "group of horns"; Btms "honse": Hduslein 
"little house") could keep themselves intact and even 
extend to forniB that did not legitimately come within 
their sphere of influence. "Umlaut" is still a very live 
symbolic process in German, possibly more alive to-day 
than in medieval times. Such analogical plurals as Baum 
"tree": Baume {contrast Middle High German bourn: 
bourne) and derivatives as lachen "to laugh": Gelachtef 
"laughter" (contrast Middle High German gelach) show 
that vocalic mutation has won through to the status of 
a productive morphologic process. Some of the dialects 
have even gone further than standard German, at least 
in certain respects. In Yiddish," for instance, "um- 
laut" plurals have been formed where there are no 
Middle High German prototypes or modern literary par- 
allels, e.g., tog "day": ieg "days" (but German Tag: 
Tage) on the analogy of gast "guest": gest "guests" 
(German Gast: Giisie), skucfi" "shoe": ahicK "shoes" 
{but German Schuh: Sckuhe) on the analogy of fui 
"foot": fis "feet." It is possible that "umlaut" will 
run its course and ccawe to operate as a live functional 
process in German, but that time is still distant. Mean- 
while all consciousness of the merely phonetic nature of 
"umlaut" vanished centuries ago. It is now a strict^ 
I morphological process, not in the least a mechanical 
] phonetic adjustment. We have in it a splendid example 
of how a simple phonetic law, meaningless in itself, may 
eventually color or transform large reaches of the mor- 
I phology of a language, 

" Isolated from other Giennsn dialeats in the late fifteenth 
and early sixteenth centuries. It is therefore a good test for 
gauging the strength of the tendency to "umlaut," particularly U 
it has dereloped a etrong drift towards analytic methode. 

•° "^ -- in German Buch. 




BOW LANGUAGES INFLUENCE EACH OTHEB 



Languages, like cultures, are rarely sufficient unto 
themselves. The necessities of intercourse bring the 
speakers of one language into direct or iudirept contact 1 
with those of neighboring or culturally dominant Ian- ' 
guages. The iutercturse may be frienJiy •r hcstile. It 
may move ou the humdrum plane of business and trade 
relations or it may consist of a borrowing or interchange 
of spiritual goods — art, science, religion. It would be 
difficult to point to a completely isolated language or 
dialect, least of all among the primitive peoples. The 
tribe is often so small that intermarriages with alien 
tribes that speak other dialects or even totally unrelated 
languages are not uncommon. It may even be doubted 
whether intermarriage, intertribal trade, and general 
cultural interchanges are not of greater relative sig- 
nificance on primitive levels than on our own. Wlmt- 
ever the degree or nature of contact between neighboring 
peoples, it is generally sufficient to lead to some kind of 
linguistic intcrinfluencing. Frequently the influence 
runs heavily in one direction. The language of a petple | 
that is looked upon as a center of culture is naturally' 
far more likely to exert an appreciable influence on other 
languages spoken in its vicinity than to be influenced by | 
them. Chinese has flooded the vocabularies of Corcan, 
Japanese, and Annamite for centuries, but has received 
nothing in return. In the western Europe of medieval 
and modern times French has exercised a similar, though 
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probably a leas overwhelming, influence. English bor- 
rowed an immense number of words from the French of 
the Norman invaders, later also from the court French 
of Isle de France, appropriated a certain number of 
afl5xed elements of derivational value (e.g., -ess of prin- 
cess, -ard of drunkard, -ty of royalty), may have been 
Bomewhat stimulated in its general analytic drift by 
contact with French,' and even allowed French to modify 
its phonetic pattern slightly {e.g., initial v and j in words 
like veal and judge; in words of Anglo-Saxon origin v 

I and j can only occur after vowels, e.g., over, hedge) . But. 
English has exe rtej practi c ally d« influence »n French^ 

, I ' ine simplest tlnd of influence that one language may 
/ / texert on another is the "Jmrraffiing" of words. When 
Ithere is cultural borrowingtherelF always the likelihood 
that the associated words may be borrowed too. Wheo 
the early Oermanic peoples of northern Europe fiist 
learned of wine-culture and of paved streets from thdt 
commercial or warlike contact with the Romans, it wflB 
only natural that they should adopt the Latin words 
for the strange beverage (vinum, English wine, Oermaa 
Wein) and the unfamiliar type of road (strata [via], 
English street, German Strnsse). Later, when Chrig- 
tianity was introduced into England, a number of asso- 
ciated words, such as bishop and angel, found their 
way into English. And so the process has continued Tin- 
interruptedly down to the present day, each cnltural 
wave bringing to the language a new deposit of loan- 
words. The careful study of such loan-words consti- 
tutes an interesting commentary on the history of cul- 

1 ture. One can almc^t estimate the role which various 

1 The eKrlier students of English, however, grosBlj? eza^erated 
the general "dUirtegmtinj;" effect of French on middle SngUdL 
-Bnclish waa moviiiK Inat toward a more analytic Btmctore Imig 
before the French mfiuence ael m. I 
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peoples have played in the development and spread of f- 
CTiltural ideas by taking note of the extent to which I 
their vocabularies have filtered into those of other peo-l 
plea. When we realize that an educated Japanese can 
liardly frame a single literary sentence without the use | 
of Chinese resources, that to this day Siamese and Bur- 
mese and Cambodgian bear the unmistakable imprint of 
the Sanskrit and Pali that eame in with Hindu Bud- 
dhism centuries ago, or that whether we argue for or 
against the teaching of Latin and Greek our argument 
is sure to be studded with words that have come to ufl 
from Rome and Athens, we get some inkling of what 
early Chinese culture and Buddhism and classical Medi- 
terranean civilization have meant in the world's history. 
There are just five languages that have had an over-j 
■whelming significance as carriers of culture. They are! 
classical Chi nese. Sanskrit . A rabic, Orggk^ and Latin.] 1 
In comparison with these even such culturally important 
languages as Hebrew and French sink into a secondary 
position. It is a little disappointing to learn that the , 
general cultural influence of English has so far been all 
but negligible. The English language itself is spread! , 
ing because the English have colonized immense terri-l 
tories. But there is nothing to show that it is any- 
where rnt"rinr intn th? i°-»-i"til hfnrt nf "♦i""- t°"("»pj" 
as French has colored the English eomplexion or aa] I 
" Arabic has permeated Persian and Turkish. This fact 
alone is significant of the power of nationalism, cultural 
as well as political, during the last century. There are - 
now psychological resistances to borrowing, or rather 
to new sources of borrowing," that were not greatly alive 
in the Middle Ages or during the Benaissance. 



I 
I 



I For we still name our new scientific inatnimentB a.nd. ^<D£t& 
medicines from Greek and Lfttin. 
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Are there resistances of a more intimate nature to the 
borrowing of words? It ia generally asstimed that the 
( nature and extent of borrowing depend entirely on the 
Ihistorical fact^ of culture relation; that if German, for 
instance, has borrowed less copiously than English from 
Latin and French it is only because Germany has had 
less intimate relations than England with the culture 
spheres of classical Rome and France. This is tme to 
a considerable extent, but it is not the whole truth. We 
must not exaggerate the physical importance of the Nor- 
man invasion nor underrate the significance of the fact 
that Germany's central geographical position made it 
peculiarly sensitive to French influences all through the 
Middle Ages, to humanistic influences in the latter fif- 
teenth and early sixteenth centuries, and again to the 
powerful French influences of the seventeenth and eight- 
eenth centuries. It seems very probable that the psycho- 
logical attitude of the borrowing language itself towards 
linguistic material has much to do with its receptivity 
to foreign words, English has long been striving for 
the completely unified, unanalyzed word, regardless of 
whether it is monosyllabic or polysyllabic. Such words 
as credible, certitude, intangible are entirely welcome in 
English because each represents a unitary, well-nuaneed 
idea and because their formal analysis (cred-ibh, cert- 
itude, tji-tang-ible) is not a necessary act of the uncon- 
scious mind {cred-, cert-, and tang- have no real exist- 
ence in English comparable to that of good- in goodness). 
A word like intangible, once it is acclimated, is nearly 
as simple a psychological entity as any radical mono- 
syllable (say vague, tMn, grasp). In German, however, 
polysyllabic words strive to analyze themselves into 
significant elements. Henee vast numbers of French 
and Latin words, borxo^wed vA. tiae. Val^kt of i 
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taral influencea, could not maintain themselves in the 
language. Latin-German words like kredibel "ereiU- 
ble" and Freneli-German words like reussiercv. "to suc- 
ceed" offered nothing that the unconscious mind could 
assimilate to its customary method of feeling and han- 
dling words. It is as though this unconscious mind said: 
"I am perfectly willing to accept kredibel if you will 
just tell me what you mean by kred-." Hence Qerman 
has generally found it easier to create new words out of 
its own resources, as the necessity for them arose. 

The psychological contrast between English and Ger- 
man as regards the treatment of foreign material is a 
contrast that may be studied in all parts of the world. 
The Athabaskan languages of America are spoken by 
peoples that have had astonishingly varied cultural eon- 
tacts, yet nowhere do we find that an Athabaskan dia- 
lect has borrowed at aU freely * from a neighboring lan- 
guage. These languages have always found it easier | 
to create new word s by ^mpounduTg afresh elemen ts 
ready to band." They have for this reason been highly 
resistant to "receiving the linguistic impress of the ex- 
ternal cultural experiences of their speakers. Cam- 
bodgian and Tibetan offer a highly instructive contrast 
in their reaction to Sanskrit influence. Both are ana- 
lytic languages, each totally different from the highly- 
wrought, inflective language of India. Cambodgian is 
isolating, but, unlike Chinese, it contains many poly- 
eyllabic words whose etymological analysis does not mat- 
ter. Like English, therefore, in its relation to French 
and Latin, it welcomed immense numbers of Sanskrit 
loan-words, many of which are in common use to-day. 
There was no psychological resistance to them. Classi- 
cal Tibetan literature was a slavish adaptation of Hindu 

■ One might all but say, "haB botiowei at b.\\." 
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Buddhist literature and nowhere has Buddhism im- 
planted itself more firmly than in Tibet, yet it is strange 
how few Sanskrit words have found their way into the 
language. Tibetan was highly resistant to the poly- 
syUabie words of Sanskrit because they could not auto- 
matically fall into significant syllables, as they should 
have in order to satisfy the Tibetan feeling for form, 
Tibetan was therefore driven to translating the great 
majority of these Sanskrit words into native equivalents. 
The Tibetan craving for form was satisfied, though the 
literally translated foreign terms must often have done 
violence to genuine Tibetan idiom. Even the proper 
names of the Sanskrit originals were carefully trans- 
lated, element for element, into Tibetan; e.g., Surya- 
garbha "Sun-bosomed" was carefully Tibetanized into 
Nyi'tnai snying-po "Sun-of hcart-the, the heart (or es- 

,8ence) of the sun." The study of how a language reacts 
to the presence of foreign words — -rejecting them, trans- 
lating them, or freely accepting them — may throw much 
valuable light on its innate formal tendencies, 

I The borrowing of foreign words always entails their 

i phonetic modification. There are sure to be foreign 
sounds or accentual peculiarities that do not fit the native 
phonetic habits. They are then so changed as to do ai 
little violence as possible to these habits. Frequently 
we have phonetic compromises. Such an English word 
as the recently introduced cnmouflage, as now ordi- 
narily pronounced, corresponds to the typical phonetio 
usage of neither English nor French. The aspirated if 
the obscure vowel of the second syllable, the precise 
quality of the I and of the last a, and, above all, the 
strong accent on the first syllable, are all the results 
of unconscious assimilation to our English hab'ts of. pro- 

Diinciation. They ^£CTcaXi«.\« OMt iMmoupifft i 
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from the same word as pronounced by the French. On 
the other hand, the long, heavy vowel in the third sylla- 
ble and the final position of the "zh" sound (like z in 
osure) are distinctly un*Engliah, just as, in Middle Eng- 
lish, the initial 3 and v • must have been felt at first aa 
not strictly in accord with English usage, though the 
Btrangenesa has worn off by now. In all four of these 
eases — initial j, initial v, final "zh," and uuaecented a 
of fatJier — English has not taken on a new sound but has 
merely extended the use of an old one. 

Occasionally a new sound is introduced, but it 18 
likely to melt away before long. In Chaucer's day the 
old Anglo-Saxon u (written y) had long become un- 
rounded to i, but a new set of it-vowels had come in from 
the French (in such words as due, value, nature). The 
new M did not long hold its own ; it became diphthongized 
to iu and was amalgamated with the native iw of words 
like new and slew. Eventually this diphthong appears 
as yu, with change of stress — dew (from Anglo-Saxon 
deaw) like due (Chaucerian du). Facta like these show 
how stubbornly a language resists radical tampering with I 
its phonetic pattern. ' 

Nevertheless, we know that languages do inflnenee 
each other in phon etic respects, and that quite aside 
from the_taking over oFToreign sounds with borrowed ' 
■words.,. One of the "most "ciirioiis facts'fKat linguistics 
has to note is the occurrence of striking phonetic par- 
allels in totally unrelated or very remotely related lan- 
guages of a restricted geographical area. These par- 
allels become especially impressive when they are seen 
contraatively from a wide phonetic perspective. Here 
are a few examples. The Germanic languaRPB as a whole 
have not developed nasalized vowels. Certain Ucba* 

*Se3 page 206, 
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i) diifarti, however, kafc mow BanCai 
TOwda ia ties oi the older vowd -{- tamd tammimwm («). 
b h ool/ aeeideotal tkst dieae disleela sn ipoba a 
pfmimit J to Frcsek, wfcieii nakes ibmtduit nae of aaal- 
iped vowcfat Again, then are nztam gOMnl [Aaoelie 
lestorca fikat mark off Dntcli and Fltniik in eamXtaat, 
aar. to North Oernun and ScanfewTJan dialeeta. Obi 
of tbew » the preaenee of imaqtbated vaacdoB rtqa 
(pi h ^)f wbitJi bare s preetae, nrtallie qnalitr Toai- 
niaeent of tbe eorresponding French sooods, bat whidi 
omtraM vitb the stronger, a^irated stops of Eogli:^ 
North Oernian, and Danish. Even if we asatune that 
the unaHpirated Htops are more archaic, that they an 
the anmodified descendants of the old Germanic coo- 
KPoaDtM, is it not perhaps a significant historical fact 
that the Dutch dialects, neighbors of French, were in- 
hibited from modi^'ing these consonants in accordance 
with what seems to have been a general Germanic 
phonetic drift t Even more striking than these instances 
is the peculiar resemblance, in certain special pbonetie 
rcspc^cts, of Rosaian and other Slavic languages to tbe 
unrelated Ural-Altaic languages ° of the Volga region. 
The peculiar, doll vowel, for instance, known in Russian 
as "yeii"' has Ural-Altaic analogues, but is entirely 
wanting in Germanic, Greek, Armenian, and Indo- 
Iranian, the nearest Indo-European congeners of Slavic. 
We may at least suspect that the Slavic vowel ia not 
historieally unconnected with its Ural-Altaic parallels. 
One of the moat puzzling cases of phonetic paralleliBm 
is iilTorded by a large number of American~Inaian lan- 
guages spoken west of the Roekiee, Even at the most 

» UflTo-Finnio and Turkish (Tartar). 

" Prohnhly, tn Sweot's tprminology, high-baok (or, better, be- 
tween bftok and "mixwi" ^Bitional -narrow-unrounded. It gea- 
fMnily (JorruBpondii to au.l'&io-'EiiitogeMi.XOTiitu. 
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radical estimate there are at least four totally unrelated 
linguiatie stocks represented in the region from southern 
Alaska to central California. Nevertheless all, or prac- 
tically all, the languages of this immense area have 
some important phonetic features in common. Chief of 
these is the presence of a " glottalized " series of stopped 
consonants of very distinctive forination and of quite'nnr 
usual acoustic effect.' In the northern part of the area 
all the languages, whether related or not, also possess 
various voiceless I-soumls and a series of "velar" (back- 
guttural) stopped consonants which are etymologicaUy 
distinct from the ordinary ^-series. It is difficult to 
believe that three such peculiar phonetic features as I 
have mentioned could have evolved independently in 
neighboring groups of languages. 

How are we to explain these and hundreds of similar 
phonetic convergences? In particular eases we may 
really be dealing with archaic similarities due to a 
genetic relationship that it is beyond our present power 
to demonstrate. But this interpretation will not get 
us far. It must be ruled entirely out of court, for in- 
stance, in two of the three European examples I have 
instanced; both nasalized vowels and the Slavic "yeri" 
are demonstrably of secondary origin in Indo-European. 
However we envisage the process in detail, we cannot 
avoid the inference that there is a tendency for speeehl 
sounds or certain distinctive manners of articulation to 
spread over a continuous area in somewhat the same 
way that elements of culture ray out from a geographi-^ 
cal center. We may suppose that individual variations 
arising at linguistic borderlands — whether by the 
conscious suggestive influence of foreign speech habits 

T There seem to be analagoua or parti]' auulogouB aoundB ii 
tain UDgua.ges of the Caucasus. ™ 



I 

I 




r 



214 LANGUAGE 

or by the actnal transfer of foreign sonnds into the 
speech of bilingual individuals — have gradually been in- 
corporated into the phonetic drift of a language. So 
long as its main phonetic concern is the preservation of 
its sound patterning, not of its sounds as such, there 
is really no reason why a language may not ujicon- 
sciously assimilate foreign sounds that have succeeded 
in worming their way into its gamut of individual va- 
riations, provided always that these new variations (or 
. reinforced old variations) are in the direction of tha 
native drift. 

A simple illustration will throw light on this con- 
ception. Let us suppose that two neighboring and un- 
related languages, A and B, each possess voiceless U 
sounds (compare Welsh II). We surmise that this is 
not an accident. Perhaps comparative study reveals 
the fact that in language A the voiceless i-sounds cor- 
respond to a sibilant series in other related languages, 
that an old alternation s: sh has been shifted to the new 
alternation I (voiceless) : s.^ Does it follow that the 
voiceless I of language B has had the same history! Not 
in the least. Perhaps B has a strong tendency toward 
audible breath release at the end of a word, so that the 
final t, like a final vowel, was originally followed by a 
marked aspiration. Individuals perhaps tended to an- 
ticipate a little the voiceless release and to "nnvoieo" 
the latter part of the final /-sound {very mneh as the I 
of English words like felt tends to be partly voiceleS 
in anticipation of the voiceleasness of the ()■ Yet this 
final I with its latent tendency to unvoicing might never 
have actually developed into a fully voiceless I had not 
the presence of voiceless i-sounds in A acted as an nn- 
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conscious stimulus or suggestive push toward a more 
radical change in the line of B'b own drift. Once the 
final voiceless I emerged, its alternation in related -words 
with medial voiced I is very likely to have led to its 
analogical spread. The result would be that both A and B 
have an important phonetic trait in common. Even- 
tually their phonetic systems, judged as mere assem- 
blages of sounds, might even become completely assimi- 
lated to each other, though this is an extreme case hardly 
ever realized in practice. The highly significant thing! 
about such phonetic interinfluencings is the strong teud-l 
eney of each language to keep its phonetic pattern in-l 
tact. So long as the respective alignments of the similar 
sounds is different, so long as they have differing "val- 
ues" and "weights" in the unrelated languages, these 
languages cannot be said to have diverged materially 
from the line of their inherent drift. In phonetics, ask 
in vocabulary, we must be careful not to exaggerate the I 
importance of interlinguistic influences. 

I have already pointed out in passing that English 
has taken over a certain number of morphological ele- 
ments from French. English also uses a number of 
afOxes that are derived from Latin and Greek. Some 
of these foreign elements, like the 4ze of materialize or 
the -able of breakable, are even productive to-day. Such 
examples as these are hardly true evidences of a mor- 
phological influence exerted by one language on an- 
other. Setting aside the fact that they belong to the 
sphere of derivational concepts and do not touch the cen- 
tra! morphological problem of the expression of relational 
ideas, they have added nothing to the stmctiirnl pecu- 
liarities of our language. English was already prepared 
lor the relation of pity to piteous by such a native pair 
as luck and lucky; mnieriol and materlaUze ta.e.^fiii^ 
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swelled the ranks of a form pattern familiar from 
instances as wide and widen. In other words, the mor- 
phological influence exerted by foreign languages on Eng- 
lish, if it is to bo gauged by such examples as I have 
cited, is hardly different in kind from the mere borrow- 
ing of words. The introduction of the suffix -ize made 
hardly more difference to the essential build of the lan- 
guage than did the mere fact that it incorporated a 
given nimiber of words. Had English evolved a new 
future on the model of the synthetic future in French 
or had it borrowed from Latin and Greek their employ- 
ment of reduplication as a functional device (Latin 
tango: tetigi; Greek leipo: leloipa), we should have the 
right to speak of true morphological influence. But such 
I far-reaching influences are not demonstrable. Within 
the whole course of the history of the English language 
I we can hardly point to one important morphological 
1 change that was not determined by the native drift, 
though here and there we may surmise that this drift 
was hastened a little by the suggestive influence of 
French forms,' 

It is important to realize the continuous, self-contained 
morphological development of English and the very 
modest extent to which its fundamental build has been 
affected by influences from without. The history of the 
English language has sometimes been represented as 
though it relapsed into a kind of chaos on the arrival 
of the Normans, who proceeded to play nine-pins with 
the Anglo-Saxon tradition. Students are more con- 
servative today. That a far-reaching analytic develop- 
ment may take place without such external foreign 

I « In the sphere of ajntax one may point to certain French oA 
Latin influeneos, but it is doubtful if they ever reached dwpw 
j than the written language. Much of this type of influenca W j 
I Jongs rather to literat^ at^U ttia-Ti 'ui mOT^t-alflgy eroper. 
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inflaence as English was subjected to is clear from 
the history of Danish, which has gone even further than 
English in certain leveling tendencies, English may 
be conveniently used as an a fortiori test. It was flooded 
with French loan-words during the later Middle Ages, 
at a time when its drift toward the analytic type was 
especially strong. It was therefore changing rapidly 
both within and on the surface. The wonder, then, is 
not that it took on a number of external morphological 
features, mere accretions on its concrete inventory, but J 
that, exposed as it was to remolding influences, it t&- I 
mained so true to its own type and historic drift. The j 
experience gained from the study of the English lanJ 
guage is strengthened by all that we know of doeumenteal 
linguistic history. Nowhere do we find any but super-j 
ficial morphological interinfluencings. We may infer) 
one of several things from this :— That a really serious* 
morphological influence is not, perhaps, impossible, but 
that its operation is so slow that it has hardly ever had 
the chance to incorporate itself in the relatively small 
portion of linguistic history that lies open to inspec- 
tion ; or that there are certain favorable conditions that 
make for profound morphological disturbances from 
without, say a peculiar instability of linguistic type f 
or an unusual degree of cultural contact, conditions that ji 
do not happen to be realized in our documentary ma- i 
terial ; or, finally, that we have not the right to assume 
that a language may easily exert a remolding morphologi- 
cal influence on another. 

Meanwhile we are confronted by the baffling fact that 
important traits of morphology are frequently found dis- 
tributed among widely differing languages within a 
lai^e area, so widely differing, indeed, that it is euA- 
tomsiy to consider them genetieaSij inH^Xtft.- "feKOispJ 
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times we may saapeet that the resemblance is due 
mere convergence, that a similar morphological feature 
has grown up independently in unrelated languages. 
Yet certain morphological distributions are too specific 
in character to be bo lightly dismissed. There must be 
some historical factor to account for them. Now it 
should be remembered that the concept of a " linguistic 
stock" is never definitive '° in an exclusive sense. We 
can only say, with reasonable certainty, that such 
and such languages are descended from a common 
source, but we cannot say that such and such 
other languages are not genetically related. All we 
can do is to say that the evidence for relationship 
is not cumulative enough to make the inference of 
common origin absolutely necessary. May it not be, 
then, that many instances of morphological similarity 
between divergent languages of a restricted area a» I 
merely the last vestiges of a community of type and j 
phonetic substance that the destructive work of diverg- 
ing drifts has now made unrecognizable? There ia | 
probably still enough lexical and morphological resem- 
blance between modern English and Irish to enable B9 
to make out a fairly conclusive case for their genetic 
relationship on the basis of the present-day descriptive 
evidence alone. It is true that the case would seem 
weak in comparison to the case that we can actually 
make with the help of the historical and the compara- 
tive data that we possess. It would not be a bad case 
nevertheless. In another two or three millennia, how- 
ever, the points of resemblance are likely to have be- 
come so obliterated that English and Irish, in the ab- 
sence of all but their own descriptive evidence, will 
iave to be set down, aa "unrelated" languages. They 
I" See page 193. 
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will Btai have in common certain fundamental morpho- 
logical features, but it will be difBcult to know how to 
evaluate them. Only in the light of the eontrastive 
perspective afforded by still more divergent languages, 
Buch as Basque and Finnish, will these vestigial resem- 
blances receive their true historic value. 

I cannot but suspect that many of the more signifi- 
cant distributions of morphological similarities are to 
be explained as just such vestiges. The theory of "bor- 
rowing" seems totally inadequate to explain those fun- 
damental features of structui'c, hidden away in the very 
core of the linguistic complex, that have been pointed 
out as common, say, to Semitic and Hamitie, to the 
various Soudanese languages, to Malayo-Polynesian and 
Mon-Khmer^' and Munda," to Athabaskan and Tlingit 
and Haida. We must not allow ourselves to be fright- 
ened away by the timidity of the specialists, who are 
often notably lacking in the sense of what I have called 
"eontrastive perspective." 

Attempts have sometimes been made to explain the 
distribution of these fundamental strnctural features by 
the theory of diffusion, "We know that myths, religious 
ideas, types of social organization, industrial devices, 
and other features of culture may spread from point 
to point, gi'adually making themselves at home in cul- 
tnres to which they were at one time alien. We also 
know that words may be diffused no less freely than 
cultural elements, that sounds also may be "borrowed," 
and that even morphological elements may be taken over. 
We may go further and recognize that certain lan- 
guages have, in all probability, taken on structural fea- 

11 A group of languageH spoken in aoutheaatern Asia, of vhlch 
Khmer (Cambodgian) is tlie best known reprcaentatwe. 
HA group of JangTiagea spoken in aortixcaaWiQ \w^ia~ 
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tares owing to tlio suggestive iufiueace of neighboring 
languagas. An examination of such cases, ^^ however, 
almost invariaWy reveals the significant fact that they 
are but superficial additions on the morphological kernel 
of the language. So long as such direct historical testi- 
mony as we have gives us no really convincing examples 
of profound morphological influence by diffusion, we 
shall do well not to put too much reliance in diffusion 
.theories. On the whole, therefore, we shall ascribe the 
major concordances and divergences in linguistic form — 
phonetic pattern and morphology — to the autonomous 
drift of language, not to the complicating effect of single, 
diffused features that cluster now this way, now that. 
Language is probably the most self-contained, the most 
massively resistant of all social phenomena. It is eaasx 
to kill it off than to disintegrate its individual form. 

VIS 1 have in mind, e.g., the presence of poHtpositiona in. U^ptt 
hinook, a feature that ii clearly dtie to the influence of nei^- 
laoring Saliaptin languages; or the use by Takelma of instrumeD- 
tal prefixes, which art^ likely to have beeu auggcsted by neigh- 
boruig "Hukau" languages (Shasta, Karok). 



LANGUAGE, RACE AND CULTURE 

Language has a setting. The people that apeak it 
belong to a race {or a number of races), that is, to a 
group which is set off by physical characteristics from 
other groups. Again, language does not exist apart from 
culture, that ia, from the socially inherited assemblage 
of practices and beliefs that determines the texture of 
our lives. Anthropologists have been in the habit ofj 
atudying man under the three rubrics of race, language,! 
and culture. One of the first things they do with a 
natural area like Africa or the South Seas is to map 
it out from this threefold point of view. These maps 
answer the questions :Wbat and where are the major 
divisions of the human animal, biologically eonaidered 
(e.g., Congo Negro, Egyptian White; Australian Black, 
Polynesian) ? What are the most inclusive linguistic 
groupinga, the "linguistic stocks," and what is the dis- 
tribution of each (e.g., the Haniitic languages of north- 
ern Africa, the Bantu languages of the south; tbe 
Malayo- Polynesian language ; of Indonesia, Melanesia, 
Micronesia, and Polynesirl How do tbe peoples of 
the given area divide tuumselves as cultural beings? 
what are the outstanding "cultural areas" and what 
are the dominant ideas in each (e.g., the Mohammedan 
north of Africa ; the primitive bunting, non-agricultural 
culture of the Bushmen in tbe south ; the culture of the 
Australian natives, poor in physical respects but richly 
221 
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developed in ceremonialism; the more advanced and 
highly specialized culture of Polynesia) t 

The man in the street does not stop to analyze his 
position in the general scheme of humanity. He feels 
that he is the representative of some strongly integrated 
portion of humanity — now thought of as a "nation- 
ality," now as a "race" — and that everything that per- 
tains to him as a typical representative of this large 
group somehow belongs together. If he is an Eng- 
lishman, he feels himself to be a member of the "Anglo- 
Saxon" race, the "genius" of which race has fashioned 
the English language and the "Anglo-Saxon" culture 
of which the language is the expression. Science is 
colder. It inquires if these three types of classification 
— racial, linguistic, and cultural — are congruent, if their 
association is an inherently necessary one or is merely 
a matter of external history. The answer to the inquiry 
is not encouraging to "race" sentimentalists. Histori- 
ans and anthropologists find that races, languages, and 
cultures are not distributed in parallel fashion, that thdr 
areas of distribution intercross in the most bewildering 
fashion, and that the history of each is apt to follow 
a distinctive course. Races intermingle in a way that 
languages do not. On the other hand, languages m^ 
spread far beyond their original home, invading the 
territory of new races and of new culture spheres. A 
language may even die out in its primary area and 
live on among peoples violently hostile to the persona 
of its original speakers. Further, the accidents of his- 
tory are constantly rearranging the borders of culture 
areas without necessarily effacing the existing linguistic 
cleavages. If we can once thoroughly convince our- 
selves that race, in its only intelligible, that is biological, 
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, aense, is supremely indifferent to the history of lan- 
guages and eulturea, that these are no more directly ex- 
plainable on the score of race than on that of the lawf 
of physics and chemistry, we shall have gained a view- 
point that allows a certain interest to such mystic slogans 
as Slavophilism, Anglo-Saxoudom, Teutonism, and the 
Latin genius but that quite refuses to be taken in by any 
of them. A careful study of linguistic distributions and 
of the history of such distributions is one of the driest 
of commentaries on these sentimental creeds. 

That a group of languages need not in the least cor- 
respond to a racial group or a culture area is easily dem- 
onstrated. We may even show how a single language in- 
tercrosses with race and culture lines. The English 
language is not spoken by a unified race. In the United 
States there are several millions of negroes who know 
no other language. It is their mother-tongue, the formal 
Testure of their inmost thoughts and sentiments. It is 
as much their property, as inalienably "theirs," as the 
King of England's. Nor do the English-speaking whites 
of America constitute a definite race except by way of 
contrast to the negroes. Of the three fundamental white 
races in Europe generally recognized by physical au- 
thropologi.sts — the Baltic or North European, the Alpine, 
and the Mediterranean — each has numerous English- 
speaking representatives in America. But does not the 
historical core of English-speaking peoples, those rela- 
tively "unmixed" populations that still reside in Eng- 
land and its colonies, represent a race, pure and singlet 
I cannot see that the evidence points that way. The 
English people are an amalgam of many distinct strains. 
I the old "Anglo-Saxon," in other words North 
German, element which is conventionally represented 
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as the basic strain, the English blood comprises Ni 

French,' Scandinavian, "Celtic,"* and pre-Celtic de- 
ments. If by "English" we mean also Scotch and Irish,' 
then the term "Celtic" is loosely used for at least twd 
quite distinct racial elements — the short, dark-complei- 
ioned type of Wales and the taller, lighter, often ruddy- 
haired type of the Highlands and parts of Ireland. Even 
if we confine ourselves to the Saxon element, whicl, 
needless to say, nowhere appears "pure," we are 
not at the end of our troubles. We may roughly iden- 
tify this strain with the racial type now predominant 
in southern Denmark and adjoining parts of northern 
Germany. If so, we must content ourselves with the 
reflection that while the English language is historical^ 
most closely af^iated with Frisian, in second degree with 
the other "West Germanic dialects (Low Saxon or "Plstt- 
deutseh," Dutch, High German), only in third degree 
with Scandinavian, the specific "Saxon" racial type that 
overran England in the fifth and sixth centuries was 
largely the .■-ariie as that now represented by the Danes, 
who speak a Scandinavian language, while the High G«- 

1 Tteelf an amalgam of North "French" and Scandinavian ele- 

'i The "Celtic" blood of what is now England and Wales is by 
no means conRoGd to the Celtic-speaking regions — Wales asd. 
until recently, Cornwall. There is every reason to believe that 
Uie invading Grcnnanic tribes (Angles, Saxons, Jutes) did not 
e:rtenninate the BrythoniP Celts of England nor yet drive them 
altogether into Wales and Cornwall {there has been far too much 
"driving" of conquered peoples into mountain fastnessea and 
land's ends in our histories), hut simply intermingled with thdB 
and imposed their rule and language upon them. 

3 In practice these three peoples can hardly be kept nltogetlia 
distinct. The terms have rather a local 'sentimental than • 
clearly racial value. Intermarriage has gone on steadily fat 
centuries and it is only in certain outlying regions that we get 
relatively pure types, e.g., the Highland Scotch of the HebridM, 
in America, English, Scotch, and Irish strands have ' 
In eitricabiy interwoven. 
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man-speaking population of central and southern Ger- , 
many * is markedly distinct. 

But what if we ignore these finer distinctions and J 
simply assume that the "Teutonic" or Baltic or North 
European racial type coincided in its distribution with 
that of the Germanic languages T Are we not on safe 
ground then? No, we are now in hotter water than 
ever. First of all, the mass of the Gerraan-speaking 
population (central and southern Germany, German 
Switzerland, German Austria) do not belong to the tall, ^#b, 
blond-haired, long-headed' "Teutonic" raeu at aU, but 
to the shorter, darker-complexioned, short-headed* Al- 
pine race, of which the central population of France, 
the French Swiss, and many of the western and north- 
ern Slavs (e.g., Bohemians and Poles) are equally good 
representatives.. The distribution of these "Alpine" 
populations corresponds in part to that of the old con- 
tinental "Celts," whose language has everywhere given 
way to Italic, Germanic, and Slavic pressure. We shall ^^ 
do well to avoid speaking of a "Celtic race," but if we ^^| 
were driven to give the term a content, it would prob- ^H 
ably be more appropriate to apply it to, roughly, the ^H 
western portion of the Alpine peoples than to the two 
island types that I referred to before. These latter were 
certainly "Celtieized," in speech and, partly, in blood, 
precisely as, centuries later, most of England and part 
of Scotland was "Teutonized" by the Angles and Sax- 
ons. Linguistically speaking, the "Celfa" of to-day 
(Irish Gaelic, Manx, Scotch Gaelic, Welsh, Breton) are 



* The High German now spoken in oorthem Gfltmany is not o( 
great age, but is due to tliu spread of standardized German, uaaed 
en Upper Saxon, a High Genuan dialect, at the expenea of 
"Plattdeutach." 

* "Dolichocephalic." 

* "Brachycepbalic" 
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Celtic and most of the G«rtDana of to-day are Germanic 
precisely as the American Negro, Americanized Jew, 
Minnesota Swede, and German-American are "English." 
Bnt, secondly, the Baltic race was, and is, by no means 
an exclusively Germanic-speaking people. The north- 
ermnost "Celts," such as the Highland Scotch, are iB' 
all probability a specialized offshoot of this race, yfhai 
these people spoke before they were Celtieized nobody 
knows, bnt there is nothing whatever to indicate that 
they spoke a Germanic language. Their language 10^ 
qait« well have been as remote from any known Indo- 
Enropean idiom as are Basque and Turkish to-day. 
Again, to the east of the Scandinavians are non-Gemiank 
members of the race — the Finns and related peopleS) 
speaking languages that are not definitely known to be 
related to Indo-European at all. 

We cannot stop here. The geographical position of 
the Germanic languages is such ' as to make it highly 
probable that they represent bnt an outlying transfer of 
an Indo-European dialect (possibly a Celto-Italie pro- 
totype) to a Baltic people speaking a language or a 
group of languages that was alien to Indo-European.' 
Not only, then, is English not spoken by a unified race 
at present but its prototype, more likely than not, was 
originally a foreign language to the race with which 

I By working back from sucli data as we posBesa we can mab 
it probable that theae languages wet" o-iBinally conflned to ft 
comparatively amall area in northern Germany and ScandinaTi*. 
ThiB area ia clearly marginal to the total area of diatribution of 
the Indo- European-speaking peoples. Their center of grsYity, 
aay 1000 e.c, aeema to have lain in eouthero Russia. 

" While this ie only a theory, the technical evidence for it is 
stronger than one might suppose. There are a surprising 
number ot common and characteriHtic Germanic words which can- 
not be connected with known Indo-European radical eleme&ti 
and which may well be survivals of the hypothetical pre-Ger- 
'c language-, guc^ aie house, atone, aea, wife (Qennan Am 
. See. Weibl . 
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English ia more particularly associated. We need not 
seriously entertain the idea that English or the group 
of languages to which it belongs is in any intelligible 
sense the expression of race, that there are embedded 
in it qualities that reflect the temperament or "geniuB" 
of a particular breed of human beings. 

Many other, and more striking, examples of the lack 
of correspondence between race and language could be 
given ii space permitted. One instance will do for many. 
The Malayo-Polynesian languages form a well-defined 
group that takes in the southern end of the Malay Penin- 
sula and the tremendous island world to the south and 
east (except Australia and the greater part of New 
Guinea). In this vast region we find represented no 
less than three distinct races — the Negro-like Papuans of 
New Guinea and Melanesia, the Malay race of Indonesia, 
and the Polynesians of the outer islands. The Polyne- 
sians and Malaj^ all speak languages of the Malayo- 
Polynesian group, while the languages of the Papuans 
belong partly to this group (Melanesian), partly to the 
unrelated languages ("Papuan") of New Guinea,' In 
spite of the fact that the greatest race cleavage in this 
region lies between the Papuans and the Polynesians, the 
major linguistic division is of Malayan on the one side, 
Melanesian and Polynesian on the other. 

As with race, so with culture. Particularly in more 
primitive levels, where the secondarily unifying power 
of the "national" '" ideal does not arise to disturb the 

' Only the eBstemmoHt part of thia island is occupied by 
Melanesian -speaking Papuan b. 

>o A "nfttionality" is a major, sentimentally nnifled, group. 
The historical faetora that lead to the feeling of national unity 
I are various — political, .cultural, linguistic, geographic, sometimcB 
epeciilcally religious. True racial factors also may enter in, 
though the accent on "race" has generally a psycUoW^caJ- ■^«!Owa 
than a strictly biological value. In a.i\ ^XCb. iaKV\s».'vft&- ^ "^"^ 
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flow of what we might call nataral diatributions, is if 
easy to show that language aod culture are not intrinai- 
cally associated. Totally unrelated languages share in 
one culture, closely related languages — even a single lan- 
guage — belong to distinct culture spheres. There are 
many excellent examples in aboriginal America, The 
Athaba^kan languages form as clearly unified, as strae- 
turally specialized, a group as any that I know of." 
The speakers of these languages belong to four distinct 
culture areas— the simple hunting culture of western 
Canada and the interior of Alaska {Loueheux, Chipfr 
wyan), the buffalo culture of the Plains (Sarcee), ilie 
highly ritualized culture of the southwest (Navaho), and 
the peculiarly specialized culture of northwestern Cali- 
fornia (Ilupa). The cultural adaptability of the Atha- 
bask an -speaking peoples is in the strangest contrast to 
the inaceesaibility to foreign influences of the langnages 
themselves." The Hupa Indians are very typical of the 
culture area to which they belong. Culturally identical 
with them are the neighboring Turok and Karok, There 
is the liveliest intertribal intercourse between the Hupa, 
Turok, and Karok, so much so that all three generally 
attend an important religious ceremony given by any 
one of them. It is difficult to say what elements in their 
combined culture belong in origin to this tribe or that, 
GO much at one are they in communal action, feeling, and 

national sentiment there ia a tendency for lan^age and cultnn 
to becnme unifoTm and specific, bo that linguistic and cultiml 
boimdariea at least tend to coincide. Even at beat, however, 
the iinguiatic unification is never absolute, while tlie cultunJ 
unity is apt to be Buperflcial, of a quaEi-political nature, rathff 
than deep and far-rMiching. 

11 The Semitic languages, Idios^cratic as they are, are W 
more definitely ear-marked. 

12 See page 'iOS. 
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bhaaght. But their Uogoago are Dot nereljr alien to 
each other ; they belong to tltree of the major Americui 
linguistic groups, each with an imTrtpngj' distribatioD on 
the northern continent. Hnpa, as we have seen, is Atha- 
bsskan and, as such, i£ also distant!}' related to Haida 

(Queen Charlotte Islands) and Tlingit {soathem 
Alaska) ; Turok is one of the two isolated Califomiaa 
languages of the Algonkin stock, the center of grarit;^ 
of which lies in the re^on of the Great Lakes; B^ok 
is the northemnwKt member of the Hokan groop, which 
.fltretches far to the south beyond the confines of Call- . 
fomia and has remoter relatiTCs along the Golf of 1 
Mexico. 

Heturning to English, most of as would readily admit, ] 
I believe, that the community of language between Great J 
Britain and the United States is far from arguing a like 
community of culture. It is customary to say that they 
possess a common '"Anglo-Saxon" coltural heritage, but 
are not many significant differences in life and feeling 
obscured by the tendency of the "cultured" to take this 
common heritage too much for granted f In so far as 
America is still specifically "English," it is only coloni- 
ally or veatigially so; its prevailing cultural drift is 
partly towards autonomous and distinctive developments, 
partly towards immersion in the larger European cul- 
ture of which that of England is only a particular facet 
"We cannot deny that the possession of a common lan- 
guage is still and will long continue to be a smoother 
of the way to a mutual cultural understanding between 
England and America, but it is very clear that other 
factors, some of them rapidly cumulative, are working 
powerfully to counteract this leveling influence. A eom^ i 
mon language cannot indefinitely set the seal on a com-1 
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mon enltare when the geographical, political, and eeo- 
Qomic determinants of tb,e culture are no longer the 
same throughout its area. . 

Language, race, and enltnre are not necessarily eo^ 
I related. This does not mean that they never are. There 
, 18 some tendency, as a matter of fact, for racial and 
I cultural lines of cleavage to correspond to linguistic ones, 
though in any given case the latter may not be of tiie 
same degree of importance as the others. . Thus, there 
is a fairly definite line of cleavage between the Poly- 
nesian languages, race, and culture on the one hand and 
those of the Melanesians on the other, in spite of a con- 
siderable amount of overlapping.'* The racial and cul- 
tural division, however, particularly the former, are of 
major importance, while the linguistic division is of quite 
minor significance, the Polynesian languages constituting 
hardly more than a special dialectic subdivision of the 
combined Melanesian-Polynesian group. Still elearer- 
cut coincidences of cleavage may be found. The lan- 
guage, race, and culture of the Eskimo are markedly 
distinct from those of their neighbors ; " in southern 
Africa the language, race, and culture of the Bushmen 
offer an even stronger contrast to those of their Bantu 
neighbors. Coincidences of this sort are of the greatest 
significance, of course, but this significance is not one 
of inherent psychological relation between the three fa©- 

Itors of race, language, and culture. The coincidences of 
cleavage point merely to a readily intelligible historical 
asHoeiation, If the Bantu and Bushmen are so sharply 

IS The Fijians, for inBtance, while of Papunn (negroid) race, 
are PolyneHian rather tiian Melaneaian in their cultural and lin- 
guistic affinities. 

1* Thougli even here there is some significant overlapping. The 
Bouthemmost Eskimo of Alaska were aaslmilated in culture to 
their Tlingit neighVwrs, In northeastern Siberia, too, there 
SO sharp Eulturai line 'teVmeeii ttia ■EflVi.-nua ».-&i Ite. Ch.ukchi,-j 
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differentiated in all respects, the reason is simply that 
the former are relatively recent arrivala in southern Af- 
rica, The two peoples developed in complete isolation 
irom each other ; their present propinquity is too recent 
for the slow process of cultural and racial assimilation 
to have set in very powerfully. As we go back in time, 
we shall have to assume that relatively scanty pppula- 
tiona occupied large territories for untold generations 
and that contact with other masses of population was 
not as insistent and prolonged as it later became. The 
geographical and historical isolation that brought about 
race differentiations was naturally favorable also to far- 
rcaehing variations in language and culture. The very 
fact that raees and cultures which are brought into his- 
torical contact tend to assimilate in the long run, while 
neighboring languages assimilate each other only casually 
and in superficial respects,'' indicates that there is no 
profound causal relation between the development of 
language and the specific development of race and of 
coltnre. 

But surely, the wary reader will object, there most 
be some relation between language and culture, and be- 
tween language and at least that intangible aspect of race 
that we call "temperament." Is it not inconceivable 
that the particular collective qualities of mind that have 
fashioned a culture are not precisely the same as were 
responsible for the growth of a particular linguistic 
morphology? This question takes us into the heart of 
the most difficult problems of social psychology. It is 
doubtful if any one has yet attained to sufficient clarity 
on the nature of the historical process and on the ulti- 
mate psychological factors involved in linguistic and cul- 
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taral drifts to answer it intelligeDtly, I can only very 
briefly set forth my own views, or rather my general 
attitude. It would be very difficult to prove that "tem- 
perament," the general emotional disposition of a peo- 
ple," is basically responsible for the slant and drift of 
a culture, however much it may manifest itself in an 
individual's handling of the elements of that cultnre, 
But granted that temperament has a certain value lor 
the shaping of culture, difficult though it be to say just 
how, it does not follow that it has the same value for 
the shaping of language. It is impossible to show that 
the form of a language has the slightest connection with 
national temperament. Its line of variation, its drift, 
runs inexorably in the channel ordained for it by its his- 
toric antecedents ; it i3 as regardless of the feelings and 
sentiments of its speakers as is the course of a river of the 
atmospheric humors of the landscape. I am convinced 
that it is futile to look in linguistic structure for dif- 
ferences corresponding to the temperamental variations 
which are supposed to be correlated with race. In this 

i connection it is well to remember that the emotional 
aspect of our psychic life is but meagerly expressed in 
the build of language." 

Language and our thought- grooves are inextricably in- 
terwoven, are, in a sense, one and the same. As there u 
nothing to show that there are significant racial differ- 

la "Temperament" is a difficult term to work with. A great 
deal of what is loosely charged to national "temperatnent" il 
really nothing hut customary behavior, the effect of traditiontl 
ideals of conduct. In a culture, for instance, that does not looli 
kindly upon demon strati ven ess, the natural tendency to the di>- 

tlay of emotion becomes more than normally inhibited. It wouU 
B quite misleading to argue from the customary inhibition. * 
cultural fact, to the native temperament. But ordinarily we cii 
get at human conduct only as it is culturally modifiel. Tent- 
perament in the taw ia a. highly elueive thing. 
17 See pa.gea 30, W. 
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enees in the fiuidamental conformation of thought, it 
follows that the infinite variability of linguistic form, 
another name for the infinite variability of the actual | 
process of thought, cannot be an index of sueh significant | 
racial differences. This is only apparently a paradox. 
The latent content of all languages is the same — the in- 
tuitive science of experience. It is the manifest form 
that is never twice the same, for this form, which we call 
linguistic morphology, is nothing more nor less than a 
collective art of thought, an art denuded of the irr ele- 
gancies of individual sentiment. At last analysis, then, 
language can no more flow from race as such than can 
the sonnet form. 

Nor can I believe that culture and language are in 
any true sense causally related. Culture may be defined k 
as what a society does and thinks. Language is a par- 1 
tieular how of thought. It is difficult to see what par- I 
ticular causal relations may be expected to subsist be- 
tween a selected inventory of experience {culture, a 
significant selection made by society) and the particular 
manner in which the society expresses all experience. 
The drift of culture, another way of saying history, is a 
complex series of changes in society's selected inventory 
■ — additions, losses, changes of emphasis and relation. ,' 
The drift of language is not properly concerned with| 
changes of content at all, merely with changes in formal/ 
expression. It is possible, in thought, to change every) 
Bound, word, and concrete concept of a language with-j 
ont changing its inner actuality in the least, just as one 
can pour into a fixed mold water or plaster or molten'- 
gold. If it can be shown that culture has an innate form,! 
a series of contours, quite apart from subject-matter of ' 
any description whatsoever, we have a something in i 
culture that may serve as a term oi iitiTK5a.TSs«a. -^^asi.■ 
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and possibly a meana of relating it to language. But 
until such purely formal patterns of culture are dis- 
covered and laid bare, we shall do well to hold the drifts 
of language and of culture to be non-comparable and 
1 unrelated processes. From this it follows that all at- 
1 tempts to connect particular types of linguistic mor- 
Iphology with certain correlated stages of cultural devel- 
'opment are vain. Rightly understood, such correla- 
tions are rubbish. The merest coup d'ceU verifies onr 
I theoretical argument on this point. Both simple and 
I complex types of language of an indefinite number ol 
jvarieties may be found spoken at any desired level of 
1 cultural advance. When it comes to linguiatie form, I 
Plato waits with the Macedonian swineherd, Confacini 
with the head-hunting savage of Assam. 

Jit goes without saying that the mere content of Ian- 
ggage is intimately related to culture, A society that 
has no knowledge of theosophy need have no name for it; 
aborigines that had never seen or heard of a horse were 
compelled to invent or borrow a word for the animal 
when they made his acqnaintance. In the sense that th« 
vocabulary of a language more or leas faithfully reflect* 
the culture whose purposes it serves it is perfectly tros 
that the history of language and the history of culture 

(move along parallel lines. But this superficial and ex- 
traneous kind of parallelism ia of no real interest to the 
linguist except in so far as the growth or borrowing of 
new words incidentally throws light on the formal trends 
of the language. The linguistic student should nevef 
make the mistake of identifying a language with its dic- 
tionary. 

If both this and the preceding chapter h&ye been 
largely negative in their contentions, I believe that they 

have been healfiuiy so. Ta«TfeSa"^ft'cVw5<i-\i.Ql»etter way 
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to learn the essential nature of speech than to realize 
what it is not and what it does not do. Its superficial 
connections with other historic processes are so close 
that it needs to be shaken free of them if we are to see 
it in its own right. Everything that we have so far 
seen to be true of language points to the fact that it is 
the most significant and colossal work that the human 
spirit has evolved — nothing short of a finished form o£ 
expression for all communicable experience. This form 
may be endlessly varied by the individual without 
thereby losing its distinctive contours; and it is con- 
stantly reshaping itself as is all art. Language is the 
most massive and inclusive art we know, a mountainous 
and auonymouB work of unconscious generations. 



LANGUAGE AND LITERATUKE 

Lanouaoes are more to os than systems of tboa^t 
tranaferenee. They are invisible garments that drape 
themselves aboat our spirit and give a predetermined 
form to all its symbolie expression. When the expres- 
sion is of unusual significance, we call it literature.* Art 
is GO personal an expression that we do not like to fed 
that it is bound to predetermined form of any sort. The 

(possibilities of individual expression are infinite, lan- 
gnage in particular is the most fluid of mediums. Yet 
some limitation there must be to this freedom, some re- 
sistance of the medium. In great art there is the illOr 
siou of absolute freedom. The formal restraints imposed 
by the material — paint, black and white, marble, piano 
tones, or whatever it may be — are not perceived; it is u 
though there were a limitless margin of elbow-room be- 
tween the artist's fullest utQization of form and the 
most that the material is innately capable of. The aitiat 
has intuitively surrendered to the inescapable tyraoBf 
of the material, made its brute nature fuse easily witk 
his eoQception.^ The material "disappears" preeiaelr 

1 1 can hardly atop to define just what kind of expreaaian k 
"eignificaiit" endugii to be called art or literature. B^idee. I 4> 
not exactly know. We shall have to take literature for granted. 

2 This "intuitive aurrender" has nothing to do with aubBerrienot 
to artistic convention. More than one revolt in modem art bu 
heen dominated by the desire to get out of the materia] jiut 
what it is really capable of. The impression iat wants li^t ud 
color because paint can give bim just these; "literature" in pajat- 
iag, the aentiment&l euegcation of a "story," is offenaive to kM 
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becaose there is nothing in the artisfa conception to in- 
dicate that any other material exists. For the time be- 
ing, he, and we with him, move in the artistic medium 
as a fish moves in the water, oblivious of the existence 
of an alien atmosphere. No sooner, however, does the 
artist transgress the law of his medium than we realize 
with a start that there is a medium to obey. 

Language is the medium of literature as marble or 
bronze or clay are the materials of the sculptor. Since 
every language has its distinctive peculiarities, the in- 
nate formal limitatious^and possibilities — of one liter- 
ature are never quite the same as those of another. The 
literature fashioned out of the form and substance of a 
language has the color and the texture of its matrix. 
The literary artist may never be conscious of just how 
he is hindered or helped or otherwise guided by the 
matrix, but when it is a question of translating his work 
into another language, the nature of the original matrix 
manifests itself at onee. All bis effects have been cal- 
culated, or intuitively felt, with reference to the formal 
"genius" of his own language; they cannot be carried 
over without loss or modification. Croce ^ is therefore 
perfectly right in saying that a work of literary art 
can never be translated. Nevertheless literature does get 
itself translated, sometimes with astonishing adequacy. 
This brings up the question whether in the an of lit- 
erature there are not intertwined two distinct kinds or 
levels of art — a generalized, non-linguistic art, which 
can be transferred without loss into an alien linguistic 
medium, and a specifically linguistic art that is not trans- 

because he doee not want tlie virtue of his particular form to be 
dimmed by shadows from anotiier medium. Similarly, the poet, 
HiB never before, ineiats that words mean juat what thej really 

3 See Benedetto Croce, ".^ethetic." 
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ferafale.* I believe the distinction is entirely vaI4 1 
though we never get the two levels pure in practioe, 
Literature moves in language as a medium, bnt that 
medium comprises two layers, the latent content of lan- 
guage — our intuitive record of experience — and the pa^ 
tifular conformation of a given language — the specific 
how of our record of experience. Literature that dram 
its sustenance mainly — never entirely — from the lower 
level, say a play of Shakespeare's, is translatable with- 
out too great a loss of character. If it moves in tie 
upper rather than in the lower level — a fair example ia 
a lyric of Swinburne's — it ia as good aa untranslatable. 
Both types of literary expression may be great or 
mediocre. 

There is really no mystery in the distinction. It can 
be clarified a little by comparing literature with science. 
A scientific truth is impersonal, in its eesenee it is un- 
tinctured by the particular linguistic medium in which 
it finds expression. It can as readily deliver its mes- 
sage in Chinese * as in English. Nevertheless it must 
have some expression, and that expression mast needs 
be a linguistic one. Indeed the apprehension of the wa- 
entifie truth is itself a linguistic process, for tboi^ht is 

* The qucBtion of the tTaD8ferH.bllily of art productions BeemB 
to me to be of genuine theoretic interest. For a.11 that we afeak 
of the Bscrosanct uniquenesB ot a given B.rt work, we know T«rj 
well, though we do not Bilways admit it, that not all produi^tioiie 
are e(]iiHltj intractable to transference. A Chopin etude ia in' 
violate; it moves altogether in the world of piano tone. A Bach 
fugue is traneferable into another set of musical timbres with- 
out serious loas of esthetic significance. Chopin plays with the 
language ol the piano as though no other language existed (the 
medium "disappears"); Bach speaks the lanifuage of the piano 
as a handy means of giving outward expression to a conception 
wrought in the generalized language of tone. 

B i'rovided, of course, Chinese is careful to proride itself n 
tbe necessary Hcientific \oce^^vi\a.■!^ . \a>w, »t,^ cit'Mr " 
ft can do bo wtthout smVoma toacxiA-j A 'Oic o»s& »i 
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nothing but language denuded of its outward garb. The 
proper medium of scientific expression is therefore a gen- 
eralized language that may be defined as a symbolic 
algebra of which all known languages are translations. 
One can adequately translate scientific literature because 
the original scientific expression is itself a translation. 
Literary expression is personal and concrete, but this 
does not mean that its significance is altogether bound up 
with the accidental qualities of the medium. A truly 
deep symbolism, for instance, does not depend on the 
verbal associations of a particular language but rests 
securely on an intuitive basis that underlies all lin- 
guistic expression. The artist's "intuition," to use 
Croce's term, is inunediately fashioned out of a gener- 
alized human experience — thought and feeling — of 
which his own individual experience is a highly per- 
sonalized selection. The thought relations in this deeper' 
level have no specific linguistic vesture ; the rhythms are 
free, not bound, in the first instance, to the traditional 
rhythms of the artist's language. Certain artists whose 
spirit moves largely in the non -linguistic (better, in the 
generalized linguistic) layer even find a certain diffi- 
culty in getting themselves expressed in the rigidly set 
terms of their accepted idiom. One feels that they are 
unconsciously striving for a generalized art language, a 
literary algebra, that is related to the sum of all known 
languages as a perfect mathematical symbolism is re- 
lated to all the roundabout reports of mathematical rela- 
tions that normal speech is capable of conveying. Their 
art expression is frequently strained, it sounds at tiroes_ 
like a translation from an unknown original — which, in- 
"deed, is precisely what it is. These artists— Whitmans 
and Brownings — impress us rather by the greatness of 
their spirit than the felicity of their art. Ttftvc ■c^VaiJ.-^ei 
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failure is of the greatest diagnostic value as an index of 
the pervasive presence in literature of a larger, more in- 
tuitive linguistic medium tlian any particular language. 
Neverthelesa, human expression being what it is, the 
greatest — or shall we aay the most satisfying — literary 
artists, the Shakespeares aod Heines, are those who hava 
known subconsciously to fit or trim the deeper intuition 
to the provincial accents of their daUy speech. In them 
there is uo effect of strain. Their personal "intuition" 
appears as a completed synthesis of the ahsolute art of 
intuition and the innate, specialized art of the lin- 
guistic medium. With Heine, for instance, one is under 
the illusion that the universe speaks German. The ma- 
terial "disappears." 

I Every language is itself a collective art of espreffidoD. 
I There is concealed in it a particular set of esthetic fae- 
ftors — phonetic, rhythmic, symbolic, morphological — 
I which it does not completely share with any other lan- 
/ gnage. These factors may either merge their potencies 
with those of that unknown, absolute language to which 
I have referred — this is the method of Shakespeare and 
Heine — or they may weave a private, technical art fabric 
of their own, the innate art of the language intensified 
or sublimated. The latter type, the more technically 
"literary" art of Swinburne and of hosts of delicate 
"minor" poets, is too fragile for endurance. It is built 
out of spiritualized material, not out of spirit. The 
successes of the Swinburnes are as valuable for diagnostic 
purposes as the aemi-failures of the Brownings. They 
show to what extent literary art may lean. on the col- 
lective art of the language itself. The more extreme 
technical practitioners may so over-individualize thia eol- | 
lective art as to make it almost unendurable. One is 
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not always thankful to hare one's fleah and blood frozen 
to ivory. 

An artist must utilize the native esthetic resources of 
his speech. He may be thankful if the given palette of 
colors is rich, if the springboard is light. But he de- 
serves no special credit for felicities that are the lan- 
guage's own. We must take for granted this language 
with all its qualities of flexibility or rigidity and see 
the artist's work in relation to it. A cathedral on the 
lowlands is higher than a stick on Mont Blanc. In other 
words, we must not commit the folly of admiring a 
French sonnet because the vowels are more sonorous 
than our own or of condemning Nietzsche's prose be- 
cause it harbors in its texture combinations of consonants 
that would affright on English soil. To so judge litera- 
ture would be tantamount to loving ' ' Tristan und Isolde ' ' 
because one is fond of the timbre of horns. There are i 
certain things that one language can do supremely well 
which it would be almost vain for another to attempt- 
Generally there are compensations. The vocalism of 
English is an inherently drabber thing than the vowel 
scale of French, yet English compensates for this draw- 
back by its greater rhythmical alertness. It is even 
doubtful if the innate sonority of a phonetic system 
counts for as much, as esthetic determinant, as the rela- 
tions between the sounds, the total gamut of their simi- 
larities and contrasts. As long as the artist has the 
wherewithal to lay out his sequences and rhythms, it 
matters little what are the sensuous qualities of the ele- 
ments of his material. 

The phonetic groundwork of a language, however, 
only one of the features that give its literature a cer- 
tain direction. Far more important are its morphologi- 
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cal peculiarities. It makes a great deal of differcnpe 
for the development of style if the langnage can or can- 
not create compound words, if ita structure is synthetic 
or analytic, if the words of its sentences have considera- 
ble freedom of position or are compelled to fall into a 
rigidly determined sequence. The major characterietim | 
of style, in so far as style is a technical matter of fl» I 
building and placing of words, are given by the language 
itself, quite as inescapably, indeed, as the general acotutie 
effect of verse is given by the sounds and natural a»- | 
cents of the language. These necessary fundamentals 
of style are hardly felt by the artist to constrain Ida 
individualitj- of esprcssion. They rather point the way 
to those stylistic developments that most suit the natural 
bent of the language. It is not in the least likelythat a 
' truly great style can seriously oppose itself to the htaoB 
form patterns of the language. It not only incorporates 
them, it bnilds on them. The merit of such a style as 
W. H. Hudson's or George Moore's " is that it does with 
ease and economy what the languEige is always trying to 
do. Carlylese, though individual and vigorous, is yet 
not style ; it is a Teutonic mannerism. Nor is the proBe 
of Milton and his contemporaries strictly English; it is 
semi-Latin done into magnificent English worda. 

It is strange how long it has taken the European lit- 
eratures to learn that style is not an absolute, a some- 
thing that is to be imposed on the language from Greek 
or Latin models, but merely the language itself, run- 
ning in its natural grooves, and with enough of an indi- 
vidual accent to allow the artist's personality to be felt 
as a presence, not as an acrobat. We understand more 
clearly now that what is effective and beautiful in ons 
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language is a vice in another. Latin and Eskimo, with' 
their highly inflected forms, lend themselves to an elabo- 
rately periodic structure that would be boring in Eng^ 
lish, English allows, even demands, a looseness that ' 
would be insipid in Chinese. And Chinese, with its un- 
modified words and rigid sequences, has a compactness 
of phrase, a terse parallelism, and a silent suggest ivenesa 
that would be too tart, too mathematical, for the English 
genius. While we cannot assimilate the luxurious periods 
of Latin nor the pointilliste style of the Chinese classics, 
■we can enter sympathetically into the spirit ot these 
alien techniques. 

I believe that any English poet of to-day would be 
thankful for the concision that a Chinese poetaster at- 
tains without effort. Here is an example : ' 



Wu-river ' stream mouth evening snn sink, 
North look Liao-Tung,° not see home. 
Steam whistle several noise, sky-earth boundless, 
Moat float one reed out Middle-Kingdom. 

These twenty-eight syllables may be clumsily interpreted: 
"At the mouth of the Yangtsze River, as the sun !■ 
about to sink, I look north toward Liao-Tung but do not 
see my home. The ateam-whistle shrills several times on 
the boundless expanse where meet sky and earth. The 
steamer, floatinfr gently like a hollow reed, sails out of 
the Middle Kingdom.'"" But we must not envy Chinese 
its terseness unduly. Our more sprawling mode of ex- 
pression is capable of its own beauties, and the more 

1 Not by any means a great poem, merely a bit of occaeional 
yerse written by a young Chinese friend of mine when he laft 
Shanghai for Canada. 

« The old name of the country about the moath of the Ya,tigtaEe. 

B A province of ManchurtEi. 

>DI.e., China, 
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[eotnpwt loxariancc of Latio style has its lovelineas. 
There are ultnost as many natural ideals of literary 
aa there are lan^agea. Most of these are merely 
tential, awaiting the hand of artists who will 
And yet in the recorded texta of primitive tradition 
and BOng there are many passages of nniciue vigor and 
beauty. The structure of the language often forces 3D 
f^Msemblage of concepts that impresses us as a stylietic 
frdiacovery. Single Algonkin words are like tiny imagiit 
poems. We must be careful not to exaggerate a fresh- 
ness of content that ia at least half due to our fresh- 
ness of approach, but the possibility is indicated ntme 
the less of utterly alien literary styles, each distinctive 
with its disclosure of the search of the human spirit for 
beautiful form. 

Probably nothing better illustrates the formal depend- 
ence of literature on language than the prosodic aspect 
of poetry. Quantitative verse was entirely natural tfl 
the Greeks, not merely because poetry grew up in con- 
neetion with the ehant and the dance," but because alter- 
nations of long and short syllables were keenly live facts 
in the daily economy of the language. The tonal ac- 
cents, which were only secondarily stress phenomena, 
helped to give the syllable its quantitative individuality, 
When the Greek meters were carried over into Latin 
veree, there was comparativly little strain, for Latin 
too was characterized by an acute awareness of quan- 
titative distinctions. However, the Latin accent was 
more markedly stressed than that of Greek. Probably, 
therefore, the purely quantitative meters modeled aftfil 

11 Poetry everywhere is inseparable in its origina from the 

aing'tig voice and the meaaure of tlie danee. Yet accentual •nd 

'llabic types of verse, rather than quantitative verse, eecm t» be 
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the Greek were felt as a shade more artificial than in 
the language of their origin. The attempt to cast Eng- 
lish verse into Latin and Greek molds has never been 
Buceessful. The dynamic basis of English is not quan- 
tity,'- but stress, the alternation of accented and un- 
accented syllables. This fact gives English verse an 
entirely different slant and has determined the develop- 
ment of its poetic forms, is still responsible for the 
evolution of new -forms. Neither stress nor syllabic 
weight is a very keen psychologic factor in the dynamics 
of French. The syllable has great inherent sonoi'ity and 
does not fluctuate significantly as to quantity and stress. 
Quantitative or accentual metrics would be as artificial 
in French as stress metrics in classical Greek or quan- 
titative or purely syllabic metrics in English. French 
prosody was compelled to develop on the basis of unit 
Byllable-groups. Assonance, later rhyme, could not but 
prove a welcome, an all but necessary, means of articu- 
lating or sectioning the somewhat spineless flow of son- 
orous syllables. English was hospitable to the French 
suggestion of rhyme, but did not seriously need it in 
its rhythmic economy. Hence rhyme has always been 
Btrictly subordinated to stress as a somewhat decorative 
feature and has been frequently dispensed with. It is 
no psychologic accident that rhyme came later into 
English than in French and is leaving it sooner." 
Chinese verse has developed along very much the same 
lines as French verse. The syllable is an even more 

II Quantitative distinctione exist as an objective fact. They 
have not ttie same inner, psycliological value that theji had In 
Greek. 

IS Verhaeren was no glave to tlie Alexandrine, jet he remarked 
to Symona, 6 propoB of the translation of Les Aubes, that nhila 
he approved of the use of rhymelesB verse in the EngliBh. version, 
he found it "meauinglees" in French. 
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integral and sonorous unit than in French, while qnso- 
tity and stress are too uncertain to form the basis of a 
metric system. Syllable-groups — so and so many syl- 
lables per rhythmic onit — and rhyme are therefore two 
of the controlling factors in Chinese prosody. The third 
factor, the alternation of syllables with level tone and 
syllables with inflected (rising or falling) tone, is peco- 
liar to Chinese. 

To summarize, Latin and Greek verse depends on the 
principle of contrasting weights; English verse, on the 
principle of contrasting stresses; French verse, on thfl 
principles of number and echo; Chinese verse, on the 
principles of number, echo, and contrasting pitches. 
Each of these rhythmic systems proceeds from the nn- 
eonaeious dynamic habit of the language, falling from 
the lips of the folk. Study carefully the phonetic sys- 
I tem of a language, above all its dynamic features, and 
I you can tell what kind of a verse it has developed — or, if 
1 history has played pranks with its phychology, what 
kind of verse it should have developed and some day 
wiU. 

"Whatever be the sounds, accents, and forms of a lan- 
guage, however these lay hands on the shape of its lit- 
erature, there is a subtle law of compensations that gives 
the artist space. If he is squeezed a bit here, he can 
swing a free arm there. And generally he has rope 
enongh to hang himself with, if he must. It is not 
strange that this should be so. Language is itself the 
collective art of expression, a summary of thousands 
upon thousands of individual intuitions. The individual 
goes lost in the collective creation, but his personal ei- 
pression has left some trace in a certain give and fieri- 
bility that are inherent in all collective works of the 
iiaman spirit. Ilie \aii^a^ft Sa x^'sA-^ , Qt can be qui^ 
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made ready, to define the artist's individuality. If no 
literary artist appears, it is not essentially because the 
language is too weak an instrument, it is because the cul- 
ture of the people is not favorable to the growth of such 
personality as seeks a truly individual verbal expression. 
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53, 64; vocalic, 62 
Arj/an. See Indo-European. 
Aspect, 114 

Association of concepts and 

speech elements, 38, 39 
Associations fundamental to 

speech, 10, 11 
Athaiaakan languages '(N. 

Amer.), 6, 71, 77, 83, lOS. 

200, 214, 219, 228, 229 
Afhahaskans, cultures of, 228 
Attio dialect, 162 
Attribution, 101 
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224 
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Chinook (N. Amer.), 88, 73, 
7fl. 80, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
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"Clieka," 55, 81 

Composition, 29, 30. 64, 146; 
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67, 68 

Concepts, 12, 25-30, 31 
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109-13; concrete, 86, 87, W, 
108; concrete relational, OS- 
103, 107 ; concretenesa fai, 
varying degree of, 108, 109) 
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grouping of, non-logical, B4i 
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107. 179: radical, 88, 9!, 
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Conflict, 167, Ififi, 171, 172 

Consonantal change, ZS, flli 
64, 78, 79 

Consonants, 52-4; combhuitlonf 
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Coretm, 205 
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guage as aspect of, 8, ID; 
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PofiHtft, 40, lia, 13fi, 175, 217 
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Dental articulationa, 54, 192 
Derivational conceptB. See 
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Detcrmiaative structure, 136 
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promiae between, 169; dia- 
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up of, 103, 1G4; unity of, 
157-fl. 
Diffusion, morphological, 217- 
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Emotion, expression of: invol- 
untaiy, 3; linguistic, 30- 
41 
Englith: agentlvo autBi, 87; 
analogjpal leveling, 202, 203; 
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consonantal change, 64 
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Eire (aiiinen coBat. Africa), 

an. 84, 150, 154. 1SS 
Expiratory Eoimda, GQ 
"EsplosiveH." £2 



Faucal position, S3 

F.'L-ling-lonps of words, 41, 42 

Fiilnna, 230 

Finnhh. 135, 155, 21» 

Pinna, 226 

FIrmUk, 212 

"Foot, feet" (English), history 
of, 184-03, 197-0, 201, 
202 

Form, cultural, 233, 234; feel- 
ing of lantruage for, 68, 02, 
63, 152. 153, 210, 220; "in- 
ner," 132, 133 

Form, linguistic: conservatism 
of, 102-4; diffcrenops of, me- 
dianical origin of, 105, lOG; 
elaboration of. reaaona for, 
102-G; function and, indc- 
pendenee of, 6!)-63, 113. 04; 
grammatical concepts em- 
bodied in, eG-12Gi ffrnm- 
matical procesBes embodying, 
60-85: permanence of dilfrr- 
ent aapecta of, relative, 153- 
6; twofold consideration of, 
69-t<l, See Btrvotvre, Un- 
giiisiii!, 

Form-claHseH, 105, 113. See 
Gender. 

Pormfll units of apeec^v, W 

"PormlesaneaB, inper," \51, ^?i^ 
Fox (N. Amer.), 74 



French: analytical tendencr, 
135. 136. 137; estbetic quaU- 
ties, 241; gender, 102, 104, 
113; Influence, 205, 200, 207, 
208, 209, 210. 211, 212, 215, 
31Si order, word. 6Tj plu- 
rality. 99; Bounds, 51. 212; 
sounds aa words, single, 24; 
stress. 65, 118; stnictiuti 
151, 154; t«nec forms, lOS; 
verse, 245. 246 

French, Norman. 224 

French people, 224, 225 

Freud, 168 

Fricatives. 52 

Fri»kM, 175, 224 

Ful (Soudan), 79. 81 

Function, independence of form 
and, 59-63, 93. 04 

Funntionnl unite of speech, S3 

Fusion, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 
14S 

Fusional languagps, 147, 160, 
151. See Fusion. 

Fusion a I -agglutinative, 149, 
150, 151 

FuHional-iaoIatinR, 148, 150 

"Fuas, FUsse" {German), his- 
tory of, 1S4, 1S5, 191-3, 191- 
09 



G 

Oaelic, 225 

Gender, 1O0-2, 113 

Qerman: French inBuencs on, 
208. 200, 212; gtammalial 
concepts in sentence, 86; 
Latin influence on, 206. 308; 
phonetic drifts, hiatory of, 
184, IB5, 188, lnl-3. Ifl7-B: 
plurality, 100; relations, 175, 
183; sound-imitative words. 
6; sounds, 66, 212; tenae 
forma, 103; "umlaut," 202, 
203, 204; u n anal yzable words, 
ri'sistani* to, 208, 200 
Rrrtfto-n., W'LqV.'eiA 



German, Old nigh, 175, 184, 
185, 192, 1B4 

a*rmanie languages, 176, 183, 
1S4, 185, 1S6, 206, 212, 226 

Germanio, Wesl, 176, 184, 185, 
188, 187. 1»1, 1S2, 224 

Germana, 224, 225, 226 

Gesture languages, 20, 21 

Ginneken, Jae van, 40 

Glottal rards, 48 ; action of, 
48-60 

Glottal stop, 49 

Oothio, 82, 176, 184 

Grmnmar, 39 

Grammatieal element, W-22 

GrammaticalcoDceptB. BeeCon- 

' cepts, grammatical. 

Grammatical proceEseB, classi- 
fied by, languages, 133-6; 
particular, development by 
each language of, 62, 63; 
types of, (13, 64; variety of, 
UBR in one language of, 01, 62 

Greek, dialectic liiatory of, 183 

Greek, cJasncal; atBxing, 137; 
compounds, 87, 68; concord, 
121; infixing, 75; influEnce, 
207, 216, 216; pitch accent, 
83; plurality, 100; redupli- 
cated pcrfeotg, 82, 210; 
atress, 82, 83; structure, 
138, 131. 162; synthetic char- 
acter, 137; verse, 244, 246 

Greek, laodent, 137, 163, 11)4, 



212 



ffaida (British Columbia}, 66, 

57, 150, 21i). 220 
Bamitio languages (N. Africa), 

77, 210, 221 
Bauaa (Soudan], 81 
Behrev), 61, 62, 73, 78, 151, 



207 



Hei 



, 240 



Hudson, W. H., 242 

Humming, 60 

Bupa (N. California), 71, 72 

Eupa Indiana, 228 



I 

leelandio. Old, 176 
India, languages of, S4 
Indians, American, languages 
of. 34, 35. 4B, 61, 56, 57, 58, 
84, 85, 106, 130, 212, 213. 
See also Algonkin; A-thct- 
tatkan; Chimariko; Chinook; 
EBkimo;Fo3i;Ba4da;Hokan; 
ffupa; Iroquois; Karok; 
Kwakivtl; Bahvatl; Nataj 
Ifavaho; Nootka; Ojitnoa; 
Paiute; SahapHa; Balinan; 
Bhaata; Sio^an; Bioum; Tak- 
elma ; Tlingit ; Tsimshian; 
Waaho; J'nna; Vokutii; 

Indo-Chineae languages, 155, 

164 
Indo-European, 24, 75, R9, 183, 

164, 174, 175. 186, 200, 226 
Indo-Jranian languages, 175, , 

212 
Infixes, 26, 64, 75, 78 
Inflection. See In/leetive Ian- 

guaget. 
Inflective languages, 130, 136- 

41, 143, 144, 146, 156 
Influence, cultural, reflected in | 

language, 205-1 ; morpbo- 

logical, of alien language, 

215-17, 220; phonetic, of 

alien language. 210-16 
Inspiratory sounds, 65 
Interjections, 4, 5 
Irish, 224 

Irish, 78, 70, 163, 219 
Iroquois (N. Awi pr. ) , 611, 70 
Isolating languages, 130, 133, 

147, 150 
Italian. 54, 5S, Vil . \Wi 



Japanese, 20S, SOT 
JutcB, 224 

Juxtaposing. See Agglut fnO' 



Earok (K CalifomlB), 290, 
220; E. IndiniiH. 227 

Khmer. See Cambodgxan. 

Knowledge, eourpeof: aa gram- 
matical category, 115 

Koine, 162 

JTunibiutJ [British Columbia), 
81, 97, B8 



Labial trillH. 63 

Language: asBociatioDB in, 38, 
39 ; asBociatioDS undorlying 
elements of, 10, 11; auditory 
cycle in, 17; concepts ex- 
pressed In, 12; a cultural 
function, 2, 10; definition of, 
7; diTersity of, 21-3; ele- 
ments of, 24-38; emotion ex- 
pressed in, 39-41; feeling- 
tones in, 41, 42; grammatical 
concepts of, 86-126; gram- 
matical proceBses of, 59-85; 
hiatorical aspects of, 157- 
204 ; imitations of sounda, 
not evolced from, S, 6; influ- 
ences on, exotic, 205-30; in- 
terjections, not evolved from, 
5 ; literature and, 236-47,- 
modifleationa and transfers of 
typical form of, 17-21; an 
"overlaid" function, 8; psy- 
cho-physical basis of, 8, 9; 
race, culture and, 221-86; 
simplification of experience 
in, 11, 12; Bounds of, 43-58; 
atmctura of, 127-58; thought 
and, 12-17, 232, 233; nnl- 
versality of, 21-3; variability 
of, 157-05; volition pxpreHSad 
in. .in-41 
Larynx, 4S-5Q 



Lateral Bounds. 52, 53 ^^| 
Latin: attribution. 101; ea^ 
cord, 121; infixing, 26, 75; 
influence of, 206, 207, 215, 
216; objeative -m, 119, 120; 
order of words, 65, 66, 123; 
plurality, 100; prefixes and 
BulSxes, 71 ; reduplicated per- 
fects, 82, 216; relational con- 
cepts espresBed, 101, 102; 
sentence- word, 33, 36; aound 
as word in, eingle, 24; struc- 
ture, 151, 164; Btyle, 243, 
244; sufBxing character, 134, 
137 ; syntactic nature of 
sentence, 116, 118; synthetio 
character, 135, 137 ; Terse, 
244, 245, 246; word and ele- 
ment in, analysis of, 27, 29, 

30 

LettUh, 49 

Levoiing, phonetic, 103, 104, 
105, 8ee Anatomical levelwtg. 

Lips, 48; action of, 62, S3 

Literature, compensations in, 
formal, 246, 247 ; languaga 
and, 42. 236-47; lerels fi, 
linguistic, 237-41 ; mediimt 
of, language as, 236, 237; 
ecicBce and, 23S-40 

Literature, determinants ofi 
linguistic, 240, 241 ; metrical, 
244-0; morphological, £41-4; 
phonetic, 241 

tiiftwanian, 55, 175, 183 

Localism. 161 

Localization of speech, 8, II 

Louokewr CN". Amer.), 71; I* 
Indians, 22S 

Lun,"^, 48 

Lnthcr, German of, 192 



M 

Malay, 132; M. rac< 
Malayan, 227 
MaJayo-Polyn egUm 

21ii, 221. 227 
SfnnchM. 80 
MoTWi, ins, J 



"MauB, MBuso" (German). 

tory of, 184, 185, 1111-3 

Mediterranean r 



OjibiC't (N, Amer.), 55 
Ouomatopoetic theory of origin 
of BpeHch, *= " 



Melaneaian languagcB, 227, 230 Oral sounds, 51-4 



Meter. See Terae. 

Milton, 242 

Mixed-relational languages. 146, 
147, 154; complex, 146, 14T, 
151, 155: simple, 140, 147, 
161 

Modality, 90, fll, 02, 03, 114 

3fon-Khmer (S. E. Asia), 219 

Moore, George, 242 

Morphological features, diffu- 
sion of, 217-20 

Morpliology. See Btrualure, 
Ungaislic. 

•fMouse, mice" (Englisli), his- 
tory of, 1S4-03 

Mvnda languages (K India), 

ai9 

. Murmuring, 60 
Mutation, vncalifi, 184, 186. 
197-9, 203, 204 



Nahuatl (Moxieo), GD, 70 

Kasal Bounda, 51 

"Nasal twang," 51 

Nasalized stops, 52 

IfasB (BritiBh Columbia), 82, 
81 

Nfttionalily, 222, 227, 228 

Nanaho (Arizona, New Mex- 
ico), 71. 77, 83, 136; N. In- 
diana, 228 

KietzBche, 241 

Nootka (Vancouver Id.), 20, 
33, 36, 88, TO, 74, 79, 82, 
■05, 109-11, 135, 141-3, 151 

Nose, 4Si action of, 60, 51 

NOUD, 123, 124, 126 

Ifouns. claasiRcation of, 113 

Number, 00, 01, 03, 114. See 
Plurality. 





, m. Seo Personal 



Order, word: 84-6, 01, 02; 
poaition as related to, 
88 ; fixed, English tendency 
to, 177-0; sentence molded 
by, 117, 118; Bignificance of, 
fundamental, 119, 120, 123 

Organs ot speech, 7, 8, 47, 48; 
action of, 48-54 



Poiuie (N. Amer.), 31. 32, 36, 

52, 53, 60, TO 
Palate. 48; action of soft, 61; 

articulations of, 53 
Pali (India), 207 
Papuan languages, 22T 
Papuans, 227, 230 
Parts of speech, 123-5, 126 , 

Pattern, formal, 61, 83. 234, , 

242; phonetic, 67, 68, 187, 

03-6, !)I), 200, 206. 211, 214, 

215. 220 
Persian, 163, 207 
Person, 114 
Personal relations, 91, 92, 03, 



Phonetic law, basis of, 196, 
198, 100, 200; direction of, 
194, 195, 199; examples ot, 
186-93; influence of. on mor- 
pholog;', 203, 204; influence of 
morphology on, 198-0; regu- 
larity of, 193, 104; signifi- 
cance of, 186; spread of, 
slow, 100, 191. Bee Leveling, 
phonetic; Pattern, phonetia. 

Phonetic procesBes. form caused 
by, differences of, 106, 106; 
parallel drifts in, 184-03. 
197-0 

Pitch, grammatical use of. 83- 
6; metrical use of, 246; pro- 
duction of, 49; Bigoi6.<aK' 
diHeteucea Va, &5>, ^ 
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Plains Indiana, geatoro lan- 

l^age of, 20 

■TlattdeutHch," 224, 225 

Plurality: clasaifiCHtion of <m>ii- 

«pt of, variable, 110, 111, 

112; a coiK^rote rtlationat 

, 00, 100; a deriva- 



MTpreHsion of, multiple, Z9, 

82. See dumber. 
Poles, 225 
Poff/jiestait, 132, 150, 155. 227, 

230 
Polynesians. 221, 222. 227, 230 
Polj>Bjiitliptic languages, 130, 

135, 146, 148, 150, 151 
PoTluguese, 137 
Predicate, 37, 126 
PreBies, 28, 84, 70, 71-5 
PreBxing languages, 134, 135 
Preposition, 125 
Payclio - phyHJcal. aspect of 

speech, B, 9 
Pure-relational languages, 145, 

147, 154, 15S; eomplpT, 145, 

147, ISO, 155; simple, 145, 



Qualifying concepts. See Con- 

eepts, derinatiotiat. 
Quality of epeech Bounds, 48; 

of individual's Toioe, 48 
Quantity of speecli sounds, 65, 



84 



E 



Pace, 221, 222; language and, 
lack of correspondence be- 
tween, 227; language and, 
theoretical relation between, 
231-3; language aa correlated 
with, English, 223-7 ; lan- 
guage, culture and, corre- 
spondence between, 230. 231 ; 
lEnjruape, cuttitre and, inde- 
penrtnnce of, 222. 223 

Rad'cal concepts. fipR Concepts. 

Pndical element, 2fl-32 

Badical word, 2S, 20 



"Reading from the lip«," 19 

Redupliealion, 64, ,711-82 

Reference, definite and iadeli- 
nite, 8fl, »0 

Repetition of Ht«n, 26. See He- 
duplication. 

Repression of impulse, 167, 188 

Rhyme. 245, 246 

Roiled consonants, 53 

^omonce languages, 137 

Root, 25 

Sotimanian, 137 

Rounded vowel a, 52 

Russian, 44, 45. 54, 71, 90, 
163, 212 -^m 



BaJuiptin languages (H. Ame^.)) 

220 
SaJinan (S. W. CaUfoTaUl, 

150, 155 

8aaaknl (India). 64. 75, 82, 

151, 154, 175, 200, 207, 200, 
210 

Sarcee Indiana, 228 

Saicon, LoTC, 224; Old, ITSi 

Upper, 225 
Saxons, 224, 226 
Bcandinavian, 224. Se« Damtk; 

Icelandic; Smediah. 
Scandinavians, 224 
Scotch. 224, 226 
Scotch, Loicland, 188 
Bemitio languages, 61, 68, 78, 

134, 151, 219, 228 
Sentence, 33, 36-8 ; binding 

words into, methods of, 111^- 

17 J stress in, inttuence nf. 

IIB, 110; word-order in. 

117, 118 
Sequence. See Order of uwf* 
Bhnltespeare, art of, 238, 240; 

Knglish of, 188, 189. Ifll 
ahusia (N. Californial, 220 
fhUh {Mnroceo). 77. 81 
Shilhik (Nile headwaters), B4, 

1.10, 154, 155 
Binmeae. 55. 66. 70, 20T 
Singing, 60 



Biouan languages (N. Amer.), 
76 

BiouiB (Dakota), 20, 76, 05, 
150 

iSIat'Jc languages, 212 

Slavs, 225 

Bomali (E. Africa), 77. 80, SI 

Soudanese languages, 84, 164, 
155, 163 

Sound- imitative words, 4, G, 6, 
80 

Sounds of speecb, 24; adjust- 
ments involved in, mitscular, 
48; adjustments involved in 
certain, inhibition ot, 46, 47; 
basic importance oE, 43; clas- 
eification of, 54, 55; combi- 
nations of, 56; conditioned 
appearance of, 68, 57 ; dy- 
namicB of, 66, 66; illusory 
ieelingg in re^rd to, 43-5; 
"inner" or "ideal" system 
of, 57, 5S: place in phonetic 
pattern of, 1B4-6; produc- 
tion of, 47-54; values of, psy- 
chological, 56-9 ; variability 
of, 45, 46 

Spanish, 137 

Speech. Sec Language. 

Spirants, 52 

Splitting of sounds, 103, lt)5 

Stem. 20 

Stock, linguistic, 163-5, 218, 
221 

Stopped consonants (or stope), 
62 

Stress. See Accent. 
f Structure, linguistic, 127-66; 
conservatism of, 200; differ- 
ences ot, 127. 128; intui- 
tional forms of, 163, 154 

Structure, linguistic, typeR oft 
classification of, by char- 
acter of concepts, 143-7, by 
I degree of fusion, 13S-43. by 
I degree of synthesis, 136, 136, 
by formal processes, 133-5, 
I from threefold standpoint. 
147-S. 154, into "formal" and 
I- "formless," 132, 133; classi- 
I fy'mg, difficulties in, 129-32, 
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149; esamples of, 140-51; 

mixed, 148; reality of, 128. 

129, 149, 162, 153; validity 

of conceptual, historical test 

of, 152-6 
Style, 38, 218, 242-4 
Subject, 92, 98. See Personol 

Subject of discourse, 37, 126 
SufHxes, 26, 64 
SuflBxing, 61, 70, 71-5 
BuMxing languages, 134, 136 
Survivals, morphological, 140, 



152, I 



1, 219 



Syllabifying, 56 

Symbolic languages, 133, 134, 
147, 160, 151 

Symbolic processes, 134, 138, 
139, 140 

Symbol ic-fusional, 151 

Symbolic-isolating, 148 

Symons, 245 

Syntactic adhesions, 117, 118 

Syntactic relations, primary 
methods of expressing, 119, 
120; transfer of values in, 
120. Bee Concepts, rela- 
tional; Concord; Order, 
icord; Pergonal relatioTis; 



Takelmn (S. W. Oregon), 81, 

82, 84, B5, 151, 152, 

220 
Teeth, 48; articulations of, 

63. 54 
Telegraph code, 20 
Temperament, 231, 232 
Tense, 91, 93, 114 
Teutonic race. Sec Battio race. 
Thinlting, types of. 17, 18 
Thought, relation ot lai 

to, 12-17, 232. 233 
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TbToat, 48; articulation a of, 

4», 60, £3 
Tibetan, BO, 102, 112, 124, 125, 

13fl, 143, 144, 160, 164, 165, 

200, 210 
Tims, tjee Tense. 
Tlingit (S. Alaska), 84, 134, 

136, 219, 229; T. IndiaDB, 

230 



Vocalic change, 2G, 61, G4, 7S-Eli 

See Mutation, vocalia. 
Voice, production of, 50 
Voiced Bouads, 60 
Voicelees: laterata, 63; naeali, 

61; sounds, 40, 50; trills, 53; 

vowels, 52 
"VoicelesBDeHH," production of. 



49 



ToD|^e, iB; action of, 52, 63, Volition esprcBsed 

64 3S, 39 

Trnnafer, types of liaguiatic. Vowels, 52 

18-21 
Trillg, 63 
Taimshian ( British Columbia), w 

70, 80, 81. See Nats. 
Turkish, 70, 135, 150, 207, 212 
Types, linguistic, change of, 

153-8. Bee Struoture, lin- 

gitigiio. 



U 

Ugro-Fitmic, 212 

"Umlaut." See Mvlalion, tt. 

United States, culture in, 20( 

race in, 223 
Vral-Altaic languages, 212 
Uvula, 48, 63 



Values, "hesitation." 173; mor- 
phologic, 131, 132; phonetic, 
56-8; variabilitj in, of com- 
ponents of drift, 172, 173 

Variations, linguistic: dialec- 
tic, 167-65; historical, 100- 
204; individual, 157-0, 166, 

Verb, 123, 124, 128; ayntactio 
relations e^reeaed in, 115 

Verhaereo, 245 

Verse, accentual, 244, 245; lin- 
guistic determinants of, 242- 
8; quantitative, 244, 246; 
syllabic, 244, 246 



speedy 

onctioiij I 

rift 3T 



Walking, a biolo^cal fonctioiij 
1, 2 

WMho (Nevada), 81 

Welih, 51, 53, 225 

Westermann, D., 164 

Wliisper, 50 

Whitman, 239 

"Whom," use and drift 
160-74 

Word, 25-8; definition of, 32-6; 
syntactic origin of complex, 
117, 118; "twiligbt" typa ot, 
28, 200; types of, formal, 
29-32 

Written language, 19, 20 



Tana (N. California), 69, 70. 

74, 78, 98, 105, HI, 112, 128, 

160, 155 
Tiddiah, 204 

YokutB (S. California), 77, 78 
Turok (N. W. Caliloruia), 

229; Y. Indians, 228 



Zaconic dialect of Greek, 188 
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